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THE NATIONAL SCHOOL LUNCH ACT

TOUESDAY, OCTOBER 13, 1970
- U.8. SExaTe,
SeLecy COMMITTEE ON
Nurririon anp Human NeEps,
o Washington, D.C.
. 'The. select committee met at 10:10 a.m., pursuant to recess, in
room 1202, New Senate Office Bmldlng, ‘Senator George M.
McGovern (chairman of the select committee) presiding.
Present : Senators: McGovern, Hart, Javits, Percy, and Pell.
Staff members present: Kenneth Schlossberg, sta.ﬂ’ director and
Gerala S. J. Cassidy, general counsel..

OPENING STATEMENT OF HON. GEORGE MGGﬂVEBlT CHAIRMAL
OF THE ELEGI‘ COMMITTEE ON H“UTRIIION’ Alﬂ] “HUMAN

NEEDS

" Senator MoGovern. The Committee will be in. order This week
is National School Lunch Week. I can think of 1o more appropriate"
time to review the implementation of the recently ensacted refnrm
measures of the National School Lunch Aect. -

Our hearings today will allow for this kind of renew Congress
clearly established that the right to a free or a reduced price school
lunch is one that every needy child in this Nation possesses.”

Not since. the passage of the original School Lurch Act in 1946
has a piece of ‘child nutrition related legislation promised such a
impagt- in,the, ﬁght. to elunm hunger a.nd mﬂlmit.’ n from
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Senafor Hart of Michigan, who has suggested this hearing today
during National School Lunch Week is a member of this commitiee.
He has a statement he would like to malke.

Senator Hart? . . L

STATEMENT OF HON. PHILIP A. HART, A U.S. SENATOR FROM
THE STATE OF MICHIGAN

Senator Hart. Thank you, I1r. Chairman. Clearly you have served
us all well in bringing us together during the school lunch week to
take a fresh look at where we are and where we will be heading.

Under your leadership as’ cliairman of this committee, public
attention was fociised on the need, the cnse was documented, good
new legislation:was ‘passed, and funding ‘was shirply stepped up.
But We ‘are a ‘long 'distanice yet from' athieving the objective of
putting a_school -‘lunch before 'every youngster that needs ome. -

_ Congressman ‘' Perking,''on September ‘21, 'put the facts in' the
Congressional Record, and cleirly, based on'theé quésticimaire, -the
summary of which is contained in his statement, we can achieve our
goal .only. .with. more adequate fu;idmg e e e
_According to' Congressman Perkins’ figures, additional funds in
the amount of $310 million will bé required- this fiscal year. -

Let’s use Michigan as an example. When we expanded 'and ex-
tended. the school lunch program in .1962,.only one out of five
Michigan  school¢hildren ,was 'in & school that sérved 's ‘lunch
Pfﬂgrﬂm?; e ‘ N , . . ‘ ,< i,.m_“ - ”“.-. ,,.._.;,.._.5.. ,7. .- 7 .l_:,._:‘T..:,,a.,.,.. -
_ In Detroit, the figure was léss than ons ;
Michigan Department, of Ediucation reports. iess*is “boom=
ing,? to uge their expression, Indications early in the school year are
‘ ng enitaty" schools. Howover,” there ari
“schools “in igan, and o

l-’i";;- ioy ot d
ae;r“ A R T T <

t'think’the peopla’ el

hildren either ‘wasteful
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‘We have to get on with the job of insuring that no child’s life is
limited because malnutrition dulls his brain or slows his development.

If we get to the goal, we will have something to celebrate on
Thanksgiving. i ' -~

Senator McGovern. Thank you very much, Sena’ or Hart. I think
your suggestions are well taken.

Our first witness this morning is a man eminently qualified to
testify before this committee on the subject of school lunch needs
of the Nation, Mr. Rodney Leonard, and I wish, Mr. Leonard, you
would come forward now, and we will be glad to hear your testimony.

STATEMENT OF MR. RODNEY LECNARD, DIRECTOR,

CHILDREN’S FOUNDATION
Mr. Lrowarnp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the

committee. o
My name is Rodney Leonard and I am a consultant on child
nutrition programs to the Children’s Foundation, and also editor of
the Community Nutrition Institute weekly report, which is a news-
letter on programs, activities, and people in the child nutrition field.
I have served as Administrator of Consumer and Marketing
Service and Assistant Secretary of Marketing and Consumer Affairs
in the USDA. In these positions I was responsible for the operation
of the school lunch and child nutrition programs, among others.
My comments here are based on this experience and on my con-
* tinuing involvement in the effort to utilize the child nutrition pro-
grams as a delivery system to eliminate the lack of food as a cause
of malnutrition. ) o o ) '
All evidence accumulating today indicates strongly that, instead
of having passed through the worst part of the war on hunger, we
are approaching a crisis of greater dimension than anyone can
imagine. _ o - S
I choose these words carefully, because I am concerned. My con-
clugion is based on these observations: o .
1. The school lunch program is not reaching enough children;
2. The'school:lunch ‘program: is not reaching enough children

3. The children who %ii'e' beln&g fe;ghé& are not recelvmgad&

, support of a few individuals and
stance, concern ‘over malnutrition and
Pubz.i';p apg.:hyii.j S e LT T
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WHRHY CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS FAIL
By Rodney E. Leonard

FOREWORD

This pamphlet was produced by Rodnrv E. Leonard under a grant
from The Children 8 Foundation.

From 1967 to 1969, Mr. Leunard was Administratar of Cansumer
and Marketing Services in the Unitad States Department of Agriculture.
Priur to that, he held other posts in the Department served as
assistant to the Governar of Minnescta, aﬂd worked as a newspager
;eparter. '

Whilé thP views-expresgeﬂ in this paper are Mr. ienﬂard'
all of us share raspans*bility for the appalling situatign outlined
heze. 7 - ' .. -

. Charles..U..Daly

Preaident
w0 S no Las s sl Thei Children's- Foundation: -

Washington, D, c. - ) N
~December 3, 1969 - T
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The Unitéd Statés is faced with an embarrassing situation: an

over-abundance of food and é'large.ségmehﬁ of the population that
goes hungry or 1s malnourished.

Two majéf afforts exist to cope with this problem. One conslsts
aof the family food assistance p:ograms, such as food stamps and
gommpdity distribution, ‘ésigﬁ:d to help 1§w inﬂnme families obtain

more fcod As othefg have shcwn family f@@d _ssigtance prggrams

million or more Americans 1ive tﬁday
The ether ma;cr effcrt consists af ahild nutritian programs,‘

SEE ’

principally schaol iunch. This paper examines lhe failure uf that :

S UL el T ®onE R

i effnrt. _ ' ' : ;

| v v Fram the beginning the 1egiélatian establishing thes

HE P FARR ,zé o

ws

"programs

‘Vtook n@te af thcae childr n Whasa parents are poor.. When Cangregs )

B S PR \1' 2 :;:.:.;.-R% Eij?

wrote the Natianal Schuﬁl Lungh Agt cf 1946 specific prcvisicn was
made for these children in 1snguage wh*ch says lun;hes will be prca

,vvided free n: at*reduced prices; Witbéur diacrimiﬂatian ta all

ERIC
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Taking "ncte appare :ly was not enaugh
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There ave about eight million children? whose families: cannot
afford .the cost of. a school meal. . Three millicn receive a lunch
free or at reduced .cost. : Of the remaining fivé;mill_ién who are ..

_ denied raasonable access to the lunch program, three million. could.

be served immediately because thazy: attend schools where the. program. .

.now .is operated. ; The. remaining two million attend schools where

-facpd sery;;%—»i%ﬁé’t now available. - ..o el e
.- While. the .Congress,; both in the National School Lunch:Aet of.. ..
1946, and the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, paid lip service fo. a . . .

mozal responsibility for child nutrition, the leglslation and the ..

interests... ..

form of its administration a;:g”p_;fég;gajzgd on- ec

Congress pasged on, the legal responsibility for child nutrition to

_the.states, and. local; school districts. The Exezutive Bramch ;.
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At the state and local levels; where legal authority presumably
rasts, the child nutrition programs are in -iacoherent shambles. One
example of the gross mis-administration of the program by the states
is the apparent diversion of millions of Hallg:s‘gpprugriated to
i supply free and reduced price lunches for needy children. '  Under .
Section 25 gf the Agfieultﬁfal‘Apprdpriatinns Act of 1968, engineered

by Representative Carl Perkins, an additional $45 million was author-

ized for this purpose. But most states apparently are using these

funds to held down the prices of regular school:lunches--in effect,

benefiting the middle-class youugsters ‘and diluting = special effort i

ot e i i e Y oI SIS e, s

to prgvide an adeq diet for the puar.

According to the 1. 5. ‘Department of - Agrieulture (USDA) $32.6 -
million af the Perkins monies were ﬁsed ta‘pzovide frgg lunches over

and above the existing program for fréé “Lunches and helped ‘to raisge

the number of children re;eiving Ehem to’ just “OvVer three millian.

Thié rep:esents an inereaaé oE unly about 400 QOD abave tha figure‘ - !

 for. tha 1967=68 fiscal yaar““»Petkinsifunds

are ig;ended tqlbpagt

ﬁhe,numbe: gfﬂfree-andﬂreducgdfpzigefiunchegucioaér :auf§ur millians I
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O sy

at least the iast three moaths of the school year could have pro- z

vided over a million additicual free lunches a day,

Aﬂ"aﬂglysig" of the 'data indir’:ates that ‘an"estimated 54 per cent

of this maﬂey was diverted tn cher school lunch purpuség, and did

néf find its way;tﬁ ghil’drén ’Awh’ ad a_free or reduced price lunch.

A I;hird of the states ware ‘able to t:fanslate fully th'érrl?e:kins

m@nﬁy ini;o additinnal frge nr raduced ptice 1unehes fm; needy o 3

;hiidreni E;ghtjstgtes i_spant: ghe additipﬂal funds with tm measure- : i
able results. - (See Tablé B ) T 7, : .

Clearly, states’ aﬂd local sghool distrigts substitutgd Perkins

/Ye II-' Element:ary .
nt of. Hzalth Educa— R
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While the Perkinzs funds prnvided some inerease in the number
of free and reduced price 1 unches during the 1968-69 schngl year,

most uf the more densely pupulated gtates provided free and reduced

price luncher to fewer than four per cent nfuchefchildren attending
I

school. More than 15 per cent should Eé e}igiblé na,

New York comes close with 13 per éegF,

The less urban states, other than

region,: show no better performance.

g
]

S il
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and T1linois, ﬁiéhiésh‘aﬁd 1daho 'had” 11" pet “cent rates' “fhe rést, for
11
the most part, huddled together at” fatés ‘of "bétween 20 and 40 per c¢ént.
Another measure 'of thé overall perfnrmaﬂée*-by states’is the com-

parison of the number of free liénches’sétved on a’ daily basis with' the

“fumbér of children cited by states undér Title 1°6f thé Elementary and

Secondary Education Act as needing Special assistafice. g

Only three states--New York, Alaska and Utah--claimed to serve -
more fréé lunchés than the number of Title” f&hildfén,‘ O:E thé others,
only tha District of Culiimbi‘aiéxceéaéd“‘ 70 "péi";’eﬁ'ﬁ: ‘and”the ‘rest of "
the 'States rahged” frow 13 péf cent in I111nis toi68 per dent  in South

T S LR C R

Carolina.

' Urban’ Btates, as'a ruld, did much’wbrsé’than their less’ drban®™’

nelghbors) The urban states, for example,” génerally provided freé =
‘luridhes” £o" 4l  e§uivalent of ‘o’ more’” than’ 30 per cént“df the Titie I

childten.’ ‘The less ‘urbin“atates, however; are generaily”absve 30"~
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Authnrized_byithé,Ghild.ﬁutfitioqfégt of 1966, .the school,

breakfast program sevvaed an average of 300,000 children each day.

In 36 states, partieipation in the breakfast program was less

than 1.5 per cent of the children attgnding.ézhesl.la In 24 states,

-participation was less than half of one per cent, In only four states

did participation exceed 1) per cent of students in daily attend-
ance. J l

Two of the four states are in Appalachia--Kentucky, where 30
per cent of the school children were served breakfast, an§ West
Virginia, qhe:e'IE per cent of the students ate breakfast:at school.
The third is Arizona, where 1l per cent of students used the program,
The fourth is Rhode Island, where 38 per cent of the achool children
were served breakfast, even though only elght per cent of Ethgghgpla
equiEped;ta:se:ye meals are in the program. If states representing

three geographical regions with such diverse social and eaangﬁig -

characteristics can achieve a lavel of performance in the breakfast

program digtinctly superior to other states, obviously the program

can work on_a.national rather than a state or regional basis.
+ 1€ 1 worth noting that in all four states which appear to be .
moving the program along, the, percentage. of. schools which serve

;1§é52§h§§ tggwpggceggagg:&fﬁgtgégnts who eat them.

onclugion is that the program is being offered in .

.the need is .great and where the response;mpre than:

& " Tt ToEe I L S e
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One argument in defense of the state perfurmancE'wiﬁh the breakfast
program is a claim that Congress is stingy. Last year $3.5 ﬁillian 
was approptlated for breakfasts, hardly a magnificent: sum, Yet, with
freedom to direct the $45 million Perkins fund, the statés choose to
put only $2 million more into breakfasts. BSince each state receives a
proportionate- share of breakfast funds,; and each state haﬂ‘the same
degree of cholce with the Perkins money, the variable factor appears
to ba the degres of state and lecal concern,

The othar major new child nutrition prbgram ig the Vanik Program,
or Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act, enacted in May 1968.
It authorized for the first time federal support for meal service--
breakfast and/or lunch--in children's activities outside thé school.

But the tardiness of the Congress in allowing ghild'féeaing to Eollow

"the child appears to be carrying over into the administration of this

program.

"While the Congress appropriated $10 amillion for the Vanik

Program in fiscal year 1969, the USDA's records show that only $3.4

million was spent. In-hearings in March i?églhefarevﬁhgzﬂﬁuée

Appropriations Subcommittés on Agfiéﬁlfufé,”thE“Déiértﬁéﬂﬁ requested

$2Q million for fiséélzyéaf:1970; Thez$uiiwillibisiﬁére§§erﬁé§ nesded

|14; e 0

g . afe b 3
18”4 graat need.’

14HEariuga, Department of Agriculture AprQPfiatiéﬂs fnr 1970
‘ses

.1§
3
i
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- Bhortly after this statement, the USDA revised its budget, and,
in April, proposed cutting.$10. million from this program. . However,

the Department recommended increasing funds to "insure the avail- .

ability of milk to summer camps, child:care centers and schools that

do not have food service gfpgramsg"%s,

e;erig;ghiig;ﬂgvofvfiggg; gears has all the ha};markgkgf,ggting_
a budget to fit both tu: dictates of the Bureau.of the. Budget and.

the dairy interusts. It Pelpgitn;nnﬂEfsﬁgnd pziatities,ﬁhgn,a program

which provides only milk.

Even glbrieg_;eyiey of actual experience. in the states indicates

theﬂyhnig:pfagram,did not atart late,¢gs some clgim.?s' It just did

. mot start, Nearly twa aut gf five sta;eg did not. reply,to the . .

qﬂeéngfq!QOgm;ttegws request for data onpris_;ggacy,pgnthg;ghili

adminigﬁ

nutrition program. Many of these states are prohibited fror;

tering programs qggs;ﬁe.thgrschqal=systﬁm, Of those states which

d}§a§e?§§E ?Eifh he reeerds ahaw that gf more than

$2.9 “;}%i?9ﬁ5}195§§§§ Py:thg Dﬁpagfmg"t_:QVEf $750, QQD was, tgturned

ungpent. §

T b, A & s L i
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There are now cﬂly 15 prajécts under the Vanik Pragra;

L

Caiifnrnia,' 0 in Hew Ycrk 5 in New je:sey and 53 1n Illinais.

Hnwaver father than make the effort to strengthan the prag:am, the

decision appareutly was made to use its state uf angmia as an xeu sé

S L e ]

to reauce the prnpﬂséd budget v the $10 miiliﬁn.‘

When one turns from the speeial prggf ms to the schaal lunﬁh

ﬁfég:émbﬁs a whole, tﬁé'éitﬁatiéﬂ iéﬁéquallydéﬁjémalg'iAﬁéﬁg states

eonsidgred urbaﬁ--thﬁSE with a papulatian dgnslty sigﬂifi, 'i& above

average--the majo ity da nag pravide any 1unch ssfvice in ‘sven

half of their eslementary schools. New Jersey and Pegnsylvanig, for

example, ﬁéintéin'iﬁncﬁgbragtamé in inﬁrﬁﬁé;thirdtéf tﬂéifﬁéiémen—

Sl RECEIE R SR
tary schools.
“Where lunch se

schag] studen ts in
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Hnwever? the programs in the more densely papulatEd states
rarelz serve more than 40 per cen: nf studen*s 1n attendan;e on a
givan day, while the less urban states fgpart half or more af the
S.c,,dary studentgnare_participaﬁing._ :

When the data fa; all gghqal ghilﬂ;en %fe_analyzed: Pfég?gg de-
ficiencies are even more deézegsing. u;ban statés aré distiﬁgu;shed
for their poor pe:fo;magae--Nev_JErsey, for examgle,ISEfves less than
20 per cent of its school childremn, The less ==b;ﬂ states appear to
be bettgi;'mcgt ;éagh 50 per cent or more and agvera1‘gttaiﬁ é rate
above 70 par ean:fl7 _ .. '* ‘

In the 57 cities with more thaﬁ 250,000 population the school

lunch program 1s even more pointedly not deing an adequate job. The

‘m
]

siguatinn unders:ares the absence nf a nat; :11 prngr;m, aﬁd emﬁh
the lack of state progra e . (See Iable C ) '

ith an average daily attendance :eported in fisc ai. 969 at
nearly seven millinn chiidren 5n sghégis af the 57 largest cities, :
oanly 2,2 millian eat lunch in scheal, or siightly over ﬁ third af .

thase &Esending on an ave:

¥ H P

age schaol dayi About one in six Fﬂildren

sttend schnnis where and service is nnt availgble.

S aEt

- Cegee

] While thg 57 largest Gities accaunt foz abaut 13 per cent of :1'

L

achool chilﬂrgn, thE'

S, B o 2l
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Individual cities vary, but cities ‘ia the Northeast and Midwest--

which account for 90 per cent of all urban schools and 94 per cent

of all ghetto schools without food servige--aze the most inadequate.;

Baltimore;

Boston:

Buffalo:

:~Gh1=ég§§,'

*.Jeréey City:

" Almost half-=32, DDO.

Food service is dEﬁied Ea nea;ly 60,000 aﬁiidrEﬁi
or nearly 34 per cent of the schaol papulatian.
Where lunchea are servéd, iny one in five éhildfen

participate.

Over 40,000 childreﬁ,raé ﬁné‘gﬁtuaf twé;;attend
school where food sétnige i§ ng‘availéble. “Of -those

who can get lunch, nnlﬁghélf do.

of:the ;hildren attend ‘schools

without lungh serviee and twa nut nf three are sEuE

Gnly one |
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Detroit: Over 292,000 are emrolled in the school systew, but -
91,000 attend schools--including 58,000 from 70
_ghetto schools--where they are denied food services.
Of the 200,000 in schools with food service, only

60,000 are gerved lunch on the average day.

Of the large cities in tﬁe Nsrtheasﬁ, six 5§3fate séﬁg&l sfgtéms
where nearly half or more af the children are denied fand servi;e.
Ihe most unenvigblé recnrd ameng states is undnubcedly che large ;iﬁy
perfafmanca in Dhic. Df the state's six large cities, Ewa deny fond
service to GD pe; ;ent or more of the childfen in achcal, twa exciude
between 40 to 50 pe: 'eent and one withholds fund service f:um 30 pet

Ecent of the’ child:en in attendance.

‘As” the’ stateﬁbyastate "and city-by-city dichepaﬂGi‘“ szt indicate,
one kgy te ‘this ﬂhaﬂtig situgtion ia in the administfatian of the

pragram by the states and’ ;he individuals at the state level whg beat

i}

togeto

" 'that - raﬁpansibility.

chiid fegding pragrama a:e assigned to state aducatian;l ageneies

and are ;un by inﬂividuals whﬂ,rhykand large, tend to be egneerned with

; 5 ar
thizen." o

42-T78° O =71 - pt. B -= 3
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background in education puts them at a disadvantage. - If their attftude
is a reflection of the professional educator's view of child nutrition,
then the right "union card" ia more Important than program goals, ‘
whecher it is to provide nutrition or-educational nourishment.

This sensitivity among 'achocl food service directors cannot be

ignnred pa:ticularly when they cccupy Ehe key pnsitian in the child

nutritian program campléx. By legislatiVE desigﬂ a ministrgtive

practice bureaucratic 1ntent and prng:gm sttucture they can make the

dgaision which determinea which children afe fed. lhe state direetar,

i s

particularly with more fede:al funds atriving 1n thevfarm gf block

she determines.,

ot - A
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otherwise--in the programs.
The federal government, if it recognizes the preblem, has done
1ittle about it.  The USDA, until 1968, held only regional meetings

with state directors during the summer wonths. These dealt primarily

with procedure: how to fill out the forms which good program account-

ing required. In the U.S. Department of Health, Education and Welfare,
schonl lunch has about the same atatus as school maintenayge. When
the amount of. ESEA funds going to school food service became too large
to:ignore, the Office of Education, sent ocut. a memorandum in. 1968
telling the states-to cut. back . on.food ;ervice uge of the monies.

Thus, there is every reason, except one, to concede that. the.. .
state sehool.lunch.director is trapped, unable to.apply the: potential
power of his position to improving child nutrition programs in his.
state.
vigorous leadership has. made in certain. states, -Again, the differencas
shows.up_in the.Southeast., Under every standard of program accomplish-
ment, rthese states—-excluding Virginia--are grouped at the head of the
list, - They;da~aiggi£;;gntiy better :in pafcepcag;;oﬁ;gchqoisﬂpffering
food service; of students in.school who participate-in the program,
lghg;hg:iglgﬁegggry a:;ggeongg;ygschggls;:szs;udgnts:aFEEﬂding achool

who receive free. or -reduced price lunches; of . free-or.reduced.price .

i slunches QEFVEQ.ip;;qﬁpﬁ;iseﬂigg‘thagnumDEt,Qf&ehilﬂréﬂ,ﬁf@m;ﬁelf&t&;

families.
The parformance of the Southeastern states haskyﬁggkgggatigagd;

cgqla;ion%an&{fewer

For example,"These are states witha more .rural

%= ve i

urban areas.” Yet, among the eight citiea in the Southeast with more

j
!
|

e 4 ool 8 Bt e 8 el st e it <
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service, and more than 55 per cent of those attending achool on a given

[¥ _
day are served lun:h.lj The average for the other urban areas 1s about
one=third. For e:gmﬁls,jThe number of children from families on

welfare is not a fair comparison particular.y since the Southeast

nmmﬁsEk&pﬁﬁ&e%wmﬂfmmﬁew@kwhhjﬁﬁﬂnuﬁn'

states try to make the welfare program reach those who need it."

The real question, however, 1s if ¥Noy York can serve free lunches

to the equivalent off 85 per cent of the children from welfare families,
why does Michigan serve only 11 per cent, or California only 16
per cent?

‘If Mississippl can serve 25 per cent, why does Iewa reach less
than 10 per cent? If Kentucky serves better than 35 per cent, why
does Minnesota éc leas than 14 per cent? If Tennessee reaches 29
per cent, why does Texas do‘no better than 19 per cent?

Part of the answer is money. The Southeastern states have been
willing to finance lunch programs with a considerable amount of ESEA
funds, as pointed out esrlier. - In fiscal 1969, an.estimated %30 -

million -in ESEA money weni for schoecl -food service; with ‘two=thirds

‘of it spent in‘the Southedst. ‘In‘sddition, bécause -thé Perkinis monmey

is allecated under a formula which gives proportiocnately more to

states with -greater low 'income population;:the Southeast His benefited

more.

: 27+ 1%rban Lurich Study; School ‘Lunch Division, Consumer ' and -

Marketing Service, USDA, April 1969.

2
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But money is only part of the answer. Attitude is another. An
educational system willing to use ESEA funds for child feeding is
implicitly giving more status to nutrition than a state which does

net. In addition, state directors in the Southeast, by creating a

regional appreach to child rnutritiom, have developed a system to pro-
vide alternative solutioms to problems and to give status to them-

selves on an area basis. These directors have created a peer group,

not limited by state boundaries, and they meet alt least once, and

usually several times a year. The meetings are workshops where states

share common problems and benefit from a broad range of experiences

in the attempts made to solve them. More importantly, over a period

of time, the regilomal conferences have helped state directors to focus

on thelr basiec function:

child.
In many other states, the director and staff, when they are not

updating reports, tend to perform as nutritional specialists. But

the nutritional function should be placed elsewhere, preferably closer

to the actual delivery of food service in the cammunityizo State

directors should be concerned primarily with the delivery system since

no one else performs that task. . . ) )

204, Atlanta, for example, six specialists, described as food
service coordinaters, were brought into the city school system in
1964. All children now have scceds to food service. ~Daily partici-
pation has increased from 46 per cent to over 70 per cent in the
1968-69 school year--a figure excéeded among the large cities only

by Honolulu. The number of free lunches served dailw has grown from
5,500 to-'more than 15,000, 1If each city had achieved the same rate -
of growth, let alone the same ratic of participation, the child
feeding problem in the United States would-be significantly different

today than it is.

Ay
e
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As a result of the lack of direction most directors give the
program, few states have the capability to sssist ;grge urban areas
even where the effort is wanted. Where the state direetér recog-
nizes the problem, there 1s not enough staff, nor is there an adequate
body of reseérgh on which to develop an urban child nutrition project.

Bﬁt many state directors appear to be unable to recognize the -
problem faced by the éitiési"Citiesvwhich‘wtestlé‘with é hoat of
urban problems, thus, will not find help at a state ageney which
dogmatically insists that the school food serviece program, as it
presently is being operated, will provide them with the .best solution.
Iﬁ has failed to solve their problem for the past 24 yeara,

‘ ihe‘méjéfiﬁy of state directors will say they like to’ "think
of the school food éé:viee’?ﬁégr&m'as beihg used and thaugbt:nf as
another classroom. . ."21 and few see any place "in our'éducatiénal
food service pfog:am“‘far other means of‘delifaring'fa@dg:iiq(simuch

more direct fashion, the director of food service gfngﬁaméﬁiﬁ'aiv

£ et

ntains, "Schools uﬁééfjéffieiéﬂt'ﬁanagéEéht'

can give the best service at lowest cost." He believes, "The

- i K T , —f‘;‘ . 4 'i;lw'.*"lt'f DL R R f»‘-:;?:l'b'«u; 2t
cafeteria is a laboratory where the student puta into practice the

nutritional facts he has learned in the classroom,'22 "

f‘ﬂchgr'thgﬂ_ghg_fa;;,that,nut:%;ionygdgcagian,is ne

mqsgigﬁ;idfé" by 1ts total ab

oy A
; the form £ food
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delivery more important than the. act of delivery. _It implies that
hungry childrep will be mu;ally stronger knuw;ng thgt food 1s being
denied until the means of delivery can serve an "educational
purpose,"

Nutrition educa’:ion caumnot begin_in the‘absence of food. Ob-
viously, no person given the chuige be tween fegding g_hungry gh&ld
or éaﬁy;ngvﬁ;m food will choose the 1atter; The issue, however, is
seldom presented in these terms.

If the state directar seems to perform with a lack of purpose,
it may only be a reflection of t@grm§é§in§§iens of the federal civil
service, the bureaucratic structure which operates public programs.

The federal bureaucracy is an engine of continuity. Because of

- this fact, it is more responsive to its own internal dynamics and

to institutions with occupants of a more continuing nature--such as

the congressional committees-~than it is to the Presidency. The

Food and Nutrition Service, the latest structure within USDA for
adminiatering the child nutrition programs, at the federal level,
demonstrates these two characteristics and the negative impact they

have on performance,.just as its predecessors, did. This negative

”;~l)‘?herp:ggram.fa:msggnd ggpgeﬂuteg,ﬂhighqthg age

oftant. to providing the Appropriation Committees with a

Congress

mechanicsl accounting than to informing

C

health,ané well-being of chiléraﬁ—at& bgiﬁgiprntecteda
e

This situatio ;nvsitnggﬁhe fsﬁrpriéiﬁg
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authorizing machinery to deal ‘with them and directs its continuing
interest to a review of how the money is spent, Rarely does the
Congress balance the social books,

The report of the hearings before the House Appropriations Sub=
cammittgeza on the agency's funding requests Ffor fiscal'l970 is a
realistic example. The report contains repeated references to how
much money was spent for food assistance, tha way it was spgnt,kthe
measures taken to insure it was spent without fraud and the willing-
ness of the committee to éppragfiate it. Neo question was raised to
determine if the funds were adequate, or whether the programs were
reaching all the individuals who needed help, or how many individuals
were in need of assistance.

The Congress is expeéted to préﬁect the citizen from misuse or
waste of his tax dollar, but that is the procedure of governing and
ﬁot the end purpose of government, 'Yet, so loang as the éungress asks
questions of the administrative agencies related only to’ this limited
purpose, then the admimistrative agéncies will respond Dnly to those
questions,

‘Thus, the information gathering channels of the child feeding

~ Programs are designed primarily for bnnkkeepiﬂg purposes and less- for

pfagfam ﬂevelomeﬁt, more’ for managing dollars than Eerviaes. Reports
show anly huw many luﬂ;hes are served ea;h day. A sehool disttict

a state Qr ;he fedetal gﬂverﬂment :an anly estimate Ehe number of

FEEEN

3BHEarings, Depa:tmant ‘of Agricu1EUre Apprapfiatigna for 1970,
Part 5. . ﬁnuse af Repr&ggntatives, N;nety-figat Congress, Firat
Session.
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children who partieipate., Similarly, all the admiﬂistrétive levels
only can estimate the number of children who need free or reduced
price lunches, The data available only record how many lunches
were submitted by states on claims to the federal govermment for
reimbursement, and does not tell how many need a free lunch.

" 2) Program resources axe not fully subject to agency control.
Political decisions which always enter into counsideration of how
federal funds are going to be used do not reflect the program's
mission in ali cases.

For example; more than ten- per cent of the federal rescurces
devoted to child nutrition are in the form of commodities purchased
with Section 32 funds.2%. Section 32 agtha?izes the Ségretary of
Agriculture to spend up to 30 per cent of U.S. customs receipts on

farm commodities and authﬂ:izes;their'ﬁse.by,.smcng others, needy

. individuals and schools.  The decisionm to-purchase these commodities

18 'made initially by specialists in the commodity divisions of
Consumer and Ms:keting‘éérvice (C&MS) of USDA. These -speclalists
prepare official allocation proposals;, ;alied "dockets,' recommending
that Section 32 funds, available under. the budget be spent to purchase
‘vaficus_cate;nries:cf;c@mm@dities,;fThe;dagkgtsarefIEﬁt a’ bureaucratic

décision. ThE~agtuglspolicy(decisianpeﬁ each dockzc proposal: ig made:

' by;the,Gom@@ﬂity;C:aditrgarparatiaﬁywhich rejects the recommendation:

"of thEa§EE§iEliE§§ﬂﬁﬂ1y~Gn*ﬁﬁﬁ&ﬂi@ﬂ.fv””u. ek L T S mEne
_jisggsee,TablegD,iP&ge~42g_—.,:;,.;~
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The needs of the child nutrition program rarely enter luto the .
docket considerations.: Where they do, it usually is to reassure
those making the purchase decision that the child feeding outlets
can use the food products which may be purchased. .

Significantly, when the food assistance programs were trans-
ferrad in 1969 from C&MS to the new Food and Nutrition Service,
authority over Section 32 was kept in the commodity divisien of
C&MS. Obviously, in the struggle to establish priorities, the human
nutrition advocates fa;led to convince the Secretary-that the person
in need of food should be given-equal_:ecagniti@n-za producing groups
and processing. industries,. | - !

3) Program management is weak and program diréctién i5 un~
aggressive at the agency level.

a) In describing how.the program operates, the agency told
its, House Appropriations. Subcommittee in 1969 that 'We provide national
g:i;e:ianwhtch”g:e.;hen.applieé.ﬁy the state school pgﬁ@l&,,. . «» We
1ay_dnﬂnpiheyggne:al':uies and . ... ; ‘Under those general criteria
each individusl sith;ﬁian'is:revieﬁadvby'the.state’ageﬂcy and we in

tu:necéﬁguit.with:them;a;d;reviﬁw;thei:héﬁerationﬁ255',ﬂ

Do Asdéﬁe‘Bangraésmanfﬁbseﬁved;i1tﬂisrééllva;situaeibn‘hheféVthé”f

states: themselves Bet.up :the:criteria. . The  consequences  of this
céﬂcépﬁ;@pr;?gram:diﬁe:ﬁ@ﬁn;éaq?béTSéen in theéspéccacular;fai1u§é>
of the agency to insure the translation of the'Pérkins~fﬁnﬁxintd#ﬁ

o g'Bgaringa,7Dépgrtmgﬁt'af Agriculture Appropriations for 1970,
Part 5. - House of Representatives, 9lst Congress, lst Session. -
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additional free and reduced price lunchesige

b) Program management suffers from a lack of clear ad-
ministrative policy. For example, there is no official definition
of a reducéd price lunch. For accounting purposes, any lunch served
att a price ten cents below the prevailing level in the school distriet
can be considered a féducad‘price lunch.  However, every school in -
the distirict must follow the same pricing policy.

This is an administrative convenience and not a policy. It
permits a 25 cent lunch in one ‘district 'to be considered as reduced
in price even though an édjacenﬁ digtrict charges - more than 25
cents for any lunch served. In the latter situation, a reduced pride
neal has'to be 15 cents’ - {

An example of the problems caused by such vague administrative

" policy arose in 1969 in ‘Biltimora. ~A-citizen actidn' group offered

"'to- undérwrite-the ‘codt of'lunches 1t several low-income schobls.” ¥

”fﬁﬁthefs@afftﬁefchiiﬁrenQVwaéVei,mﬁﬁﬁfédjﬁo1§a§‘ééﬁe¥h§ﬂg‘farEEHE“'

medls, 1f onlya nickel.” 'But a nickel 18 Far' beTow the ‘admitils trative

definition of a feduged_pricg luneh'iﬂ“BElEim@tE?"Thefsehaul*éaﬁin?

istration réfused 'to''51low rediced Price’ lunch programs ‘because 1t

'gaaia?ﬁag.afrafares‘ggaéaaveag7§§¢gfaa”gafail schools and; thus, could

ITEE?a’ldé'levei“éhd

NG ‘alldw ‘1t Es be uge&“in a 1imired’ ﬂumbar gfL3cﬁaalg_f{i%w e eaer e

’ Obvinusly, 1f‘the stan&a

ke

pplied thraughbut Ehe achaoltfaadtservice program,

| anythitig at or'belov thit level_wauld“qualify»fu:*fedérglﬁassibﬁanééj

i I LAGAGADR bt S i, oS e LRSS MM ALI o i e i, .
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the program would operate more efficiently.

Anotherx example:af vague program policy is the definition of
nutritional standards for meals served under the program. The Type
A lunch--a meal which provides a third to a half of the daily nutri-
tional needs of the child--is defined by regulation in terms of food
groups rather than nutritional minimumsi27 This technique is
effective fnf schools or school districts without staff nutritionists.
However, it. i3 inflexible and discourages schools with nutritionists
or food companies from experimenting with menu patterns which do not
meet present Type A standards, but may be more acceptable to children
and just as nutritious.

€¢) The agency has inadequate prc:zedures for maintaining

budgetary control.

. thhe:,than.theKblgck grant concepts under the Perkins fund program,
the money for child mutrition programs 1s spportioned among the states
through a mqlgiplg‘budggt:glloggtiﬂn,procedure. Each program--breakfast,
lunch, Section 11, Vanlk, etc.--has its own budget account and each state
receives its proportionate share. , ... e e S

This "multiple allocation" procedure has certain advantages, the

ne. being that it assures the funds intended for specific .

_purposes will not be diverted to other programs. . The technique algo

inevitsbly reduces the capacity of the agency to obtain maximum service

[£rom available dollars.  And, it provides no means whatever to detect

when programs operating under.a block grant begin to drift. from their

27

See Appendix I.
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intended purpose. It also is inadequate because it will not stretch
to neet the different needs of the different states. While an urban
state may nead a greater proportion of its funds for equipment and

facilities, another may need more in free lunches. Another may put
f greater emphasis on breakfast or on food service outside the schasl.

Under these circumstances, a mad rush begins to develop toward the

end of eac. fiscal year as each state, unable to use certain categories

the individual program accounts. At the same time, the states either
volunteer or are asked how much more they need or could use in ather
program categories, and the funds which are returned are then re~
allocated to the states by the USDA. This  frantic juggling means either
the loss of services where money is not spent, or poorly performed
services because money is spent with inadeguate planning and foresipght.

The block -grant approach, originating in the child nutrition
programs with the Perkins fund monies, iz an invitation to publie
disenchantment in the absence of more sophisticated-administrative -
procedures than those now existing for multiple allocations: e

The diversions reported earlier in the Pe:kinsffgnés are not
the unlyﬂgxample,éf,ﬁhe,p:oblem of .sending out federal resources
accompanied. by nothing more than good.intentions, -The experiencé with
fedgrgl:gg;qglipes‘fqg free and reduced price lunches parallels the .
fate of funds to. fipance them. ... . ., ..

., The guidelines resulted from pleas. from state school lumch. . -

directors who said, in effect, "we want you to tell ué to feed the

mneedy children because then we can tell local school boards we must
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becaux.se the federal govermment requiires us to."

The guidelines were published in October' 1968 and required
each schocl district to file a plan with the state by the start of
the 1969-70 school year. The plan must describe tbe standards the -
district will use to certify a child as eligible for a free lunch.

It also must describe who 1s to do the certifying, -and how §afents'

will be informed that free lunches are avallable,

Judging from the results of the McGovern Committee questionnaire,

fewer than a dozen ststes have made a serious effort to review the-
district plans. .Others have bean willing to accept district plans’
which. provide no specific information that local community groups
could use to encourage greater participation in the school feeding

program. -Evea more discouraging, no state is capable at this time of

in 1-~al school districts. No state'”has’"ademia.te st:affi:;g"ta"’éandut:ﬁ

field ‘audits. The. federal agéngy's%mdﬁi;:dting effirt is even more’

haphgaazd.”‘Igﬂsendstegiaﬂatystaff“té review district p
in the state- affices- K S ne T RSNy

Hgm:e, g ode -dan ‘déseribe.the current ‘s tatus - ‘of ‘the” effort to

' 28523 Table: A, page 3. R S
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this effort to apply innovative program directicn through the é
imposition vf the guidelines is meaningless. ;

4) The ageucy is unable to plan major programs of social é

dimension, or to sustain an enviromment for creative and innovative E

program management,

: Structurally, the agency ig geared.to reporting data which are ;
relevant to an economic budget and to provide the kind of program 'é

supervision which insures each dollar is being spent properly from

an accounting sense. There is no policy and planning section where

program strengths and weaknesses can be analyzed im relation to

i S B o S

public needs for program services. Where many other federal agenciles

have recognized the. need: to separate the.administrative line function

from the planning staff operation, the food aésistggee,pr@;vams largely

have been devoid of this essential dicotomy.

AR PR B e e g

. The :administrative structure in.the food.and nutrition programs

isnthe.samg today .as_it.was when the dacade began, a time when all
food assistance programs were: operated. by fewar than. 300 peraons.

:Today,; the agency has experienced a nearly seven-fold increase in

personnel, and-the;ehild,nutritiag;pragfgﬁs;glane employ more people
than all. programs. did in 1961, The agency; however,.operates on. a

r..-highly personal basis, much as it.did when:decisions:. on. all aspects-

- of .program: activities down to the-regional.level.were made: by fewer e

than a dozen persons...: :
Consumer- and Marketing Services has always geared.its.admin- .
,isfrgﬁive;data”gatheriﬁg?tq produce information on- finances, s

: 3

logical xgspagég,gqmaaprag:am,whicheis.gxpeatgdibyﬂgheecgpgress or ?

|
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the Executive to dispose of a minimum of cash and a maximumr of
commodities. Criticism and the inevitable crisies within the agency
which follows iz expected to result from fraud or other instances
of the misuse of the federal dollar.

The expansion of the program from 1961 on signaled a basic
change., It was the beginning of new priorities, or the shift,
however slow and nmuted, from a program to distribute the excesses
of a very productive agriculture to the distribution cf public
gervices--in this case, food or nutrition. The crisis to be anti-
clpated thereafter would come from fallure to deliver services,
more than the faillure to dispose of federal resourcesz honestly. It
was a erisis arising from public clamour. ‘But, without the separa-
! tion of planning and administrative functions, with the same highly
personal structure, and without a strong impetus from the Congress
or the Executive, the agency still is unable to raspond to the change.

After the Administration's efforts to bring the Department of
Defense under civilian control in the late 1960's, program planning
and’ budgeting (PPB)--~the technique used for this purpose--was imposed
on-civilian agencles. As criginally conceived, PPB was to provide
the top policy officials in each Department and, through them, the

Bureau of the Budget and the President with a clear set of alternatives

in the allocation of federal resources among competing national goals.

]

No one appareutly queationed whether national priorities can be
creatéed merely by churning together a sufficiently large volume of
qata.,' or whether thé value judgments sed in seleétifg that data

should reflect priorities which respond to.natic-~al problems. - PPB

ERIC
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is a mechanical devic~ for measuring performance, and is only as
good as the informatica going into it. The information fed into

the fedesral system is barely sufficient to give the appearance of
producing a rational annual budget, It is incredibly bad informa-
tion for monitoring the delivery of services teoday, or for antici-
pating and planning services the public will need five years hence.

To make PFB, @fAsame other planﬁingrsystem, a functional
iustfumsﬁt to use in managing the delivery of child nutrition
programs, the govermment must be willing to spend the money to
obtain the information the system needs, Further, the data which
are ggtheféd for planning and monitoring should be determined by
human values rather than accounting procedures and surplus disposal
problems.

Short of forcing the program to be measured by larger standards,
the federal rasponse in ehild nutrition wiil- continue in the pattern
reflected by the appropriations and expenditures under' school:lunch
and child nutrition actlvities, summarized as follows:-

1. child feeding and nutrition goals are given secondary
roles to the demands of the food industry,

2. The Executive and the Cangress ‘are .in general agreement
' on funding levels: arguments occur over how far and how
fast to go with mew programs;

3.  Growth in pregram rescurces is a measure of public
pressure . ani not any recagﬁézeable plan.-

faderal resources are provided as cash grants or as commodities.
Since the inclusjon of commodities indicates a Qalug‘judgment-algeady
has. been made in the use of funds to: purchase them, -the best indicator

of federal priorities for child feeding is. Section 4, the:authority.

42=778 O =71 - pt. 8 - 1
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‘in the ~chool lunch act which provides the largest single source of
cash to states and school districts,. {See Table D.)

The Section 4 appropriation im 1946 was $51.3 million, which
represented about half of the cost of food purchased for the luach
program, or 4.5 cents per-lunch. The appropriations in 1947 rose
to $§&.8.miiiian, and the next year fell by a million dollars--a
;ituaﬁian which might reflect a budgetary reaction to the first post-
war recéssian. The appropriations jumped to $58.8 million in 1949
and for the next three years were pegged at $64.6 million.  Thus,
for the Truman years; no apparent pattern is discernable other than
a budget officer's finesse rroperly labeled as the “pegging cuncept."

The pegging concept became the hallmark of the Eisenhower
budgets, with a $67 million figure used for three yearsa, an $83.6

million figure for twa;'and a $93.6 million fafrthzee.

creased each year by small inerements; reflecting a palicy to peg .
cash grants at a-level of 4a§.gants<p5f.meal servedtin the program,

and to raise cash funds ‘as. participaticn 1ncreased It ig a more

i

sophisticateﬂ apprga:h but 1t is larrelj mesninglasa when the faod

ared to 9 tents in

Other than farfmiﬂgr;ad;ustmepts;ﬂche}66932335:hassaecEptgd

the figures for:child feeding @fapcséa hy%the-Admiﬂistratién.' Any- -

feumpazisen o tha budget. propasal ‘and the final Ganggessiunal action

‘on-@ppropriations will damansttate that. on: those ‘items where Congress

has the lastiword the’difference ig minimsl. -1 -
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The uncontrollable budget items primarily are Section 32 and
Section 416, both dealing with commodities. These are determined
by crop er animal produetion conditions, or by the miscalculation
of some food processor's general manager. Even this is somewhat
misleading since the budget proposals will contain target expenditure
figures for these iéems, and the target figure usually is verv close
to the actual expenditure figure.

Sharp differences between the Executive budget and the con-
gressional aég:opriaticn will be found on new programs, an eRpéfience
in child nutrition which did not oceur until the 1960's. In 1962,
the Congress enacted Section 1l at the request of the Administraticn
‘to provide more cash grants for free lunches to sehools with en-n1l1-
ménts of children from poverty-level families. But the Appropriation
Committees could nat' be convinced to fund this sectisz until 1966,

Fundiag of the Child Nutrition Act, which even the Administratien
proposed- at nominal- levels, was cut by the Apptropriation Committees
in 1967 and 1968. The difference in relation to the total amount of
federal resources allocated to'child feeding is measureable only " 4
in fractions,.

- The signifirance of the differences, however, is in the "go slow"
attitude of the Appropriations Committees, a position they defend with
the argument that the ‘agency neeﬂéd:mcre'éxperience before more Eunaé

Whiietthé“Apprnpriétiéﬂfcémmitfeééﬁﬁéll’thé Administration te gé
slow on Section 'll-or ‘on the school breakfast “and ‘other child nutritfon

programs, there is no similar record of caution on funds to purchasa

p 52
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meat when cattle prices fall or to hay frozen orange concentrate 4
when a surplus in the citrus crap exists, ) j
The budget pattern for expenditures of Section 32 and Section

416 under the chiid feeding programs is incoherent unless it is

s e et

viewed in relation to production conditions, a  2ast until 1968, .
For example, Section 32 expenditures in 1953 wers $51.7 million
compared to $13 million im 1952, Spending jumped again‘ip 1954 to -
$94 million and then ircpped back to $27 million in 1955. The
variati@ns are undgrs&anQabie only because beef prices dropped,
significantly in. 1954-55. The same situation was repeated in 1965
when Section 32 expenditures rose to $173 willion from the previous

year's level of $43.6 million and then fell again in 1966 to $49.4

A 8 ot b St ittt s ot -5

million. School children in 1965 were again called to eat their. way

through excessive supplies of hamburgers and beef roasts.,.

y ‘Ihgi;angentlaﬁaldaﬁpragéh ;Q‘budggting for child feeding, began
to change in lgégzgﬁﬂzl?ﬁg,”ﬁhEﬁ‘Ehe public and its champilons were
b?inging_homg.té Washington. the message that thera were millions of
hung:yLand malﬁgqgggheggAgergégns,v For example, Section .32 and . -

Section 416 expenditures were at near record levels for both :years,

‘with no particular comsodity surplus. to_explain why. .In .1969, $44

.milliagfwasgprgv;dgd from Seetiaﬁ;gzjhyatﬁe Congress to strengthen: .
the school lurch program. Neither the Administration nor the . .
Appropriation Cummitéeés, however, originally had :proposed -the

increage.  The funds to provide m@rgffpéejgga;s,tb;g§kf§sts;f§nd

. fo0d service equipument were added through adroit .legislative

i
}
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engineering of Representative Carl Perkins, Chairman of the House

Education and Labor Committee.
In addition, underscoring the casual attitude to these very

real problems, appropriatioms to fund child fssding programs for

mid- Hsvsmber and had not been signed by the President snd thus

released to the states even as Thanksgiving week began. This has
not been an uncommon expsriencs fs: the sshaol lunch pr@gram in the

past dessds, If the states appear indiffsfeﬁt to the sxistsncs of

hunger among ehildrsﬂ* ths attitude msy bs a reflection of th_t at

the highsst levels of govarnment

It is diffisult to predict what futurs shsnges Will occur.
ths hasis of shs rsssrd it is abviaus that statss and local
sc haal cfficiais have a valid samplainﬁ that fséergl assistance is
1nadequatg aﬂd unp;edisﬁabi and any kind of plann;ng is diffic if
and unnecessarily cnmplicated And it is ﬂbvisus that miiliﬂﬁs of

Amsrissn shildrsn still are hungry svery dsy.
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APPENDIX T

FEDERAL PROGRAMS FOR CHILD NUTRITION

1. School Tunch Program

The National School Lunch Act of 1946 (amended in 1962 and 1968)

' provides grants to states through the Department of Agriculture for

",,. the stablishment, maintenance, operation, and expansion of non-

profit school-lunch programs." Schools are required to serve lunches

free or at a reduced price to students whom local school authorities

consider unable te pay full cost. The USDA has set the'genéral crite-

ria for need to include family income (including welfare gfaﬂts),
fumily siég; and the number of secheol ghildren in the family, among
cthers. MDTE>S ifi cally, free or redu¢ed pr;ce 1unches should be
glven to chl‘d?en frgm publlé assistance famllles, such as Aid for
DEPEﬂdenL Children, those who receive faad stamps or commodlties, or
do not get welfare assistanee but have a gamparable income. USDA
regulations encourage ,mpilfled appllcatlﬂﬁ fgrms and flexibility in
granting free or reduced price lunches to those in temporary financiali
distress.

-?Schaal districts must prepare and publish a statement of the
criteria to be used for free and reduced price lunches. It must specify
the officials who determine the child's eligibility and the procedural
steps in their deecision. . The school must have a system which allows
appealé in individual cases.

Names of children who receive free or reduced price lumches '"will

i
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not be published, posted, or announced in any manner to other children'
nor can students be required to use a separate lunchroom, lunechtime,
serving line, entrance, or medium of exchange. They cannot be re=
quired to work fcr their meal, according to regulation.

The Act specifies that cash payments will be made to schoola which
serve Type . lunches or those designed to furnish between one-third
and one-half of the children's daily nutritional needs, Regulations
specify this as: one-half pint of fluid whole milk served as a bever-
age; two ounces of lean meat, poultry, fish or cheese, or one-half cup
of cooked dry beans or peas, or four tablespoons of peanut butter; a
three-fourth cup serving of two or more fruits and/or vegetables; one
slice of whole grain or enriched bread, or a serving of ca%ﬁbreadi
bigcuits, rolls, muffins, etc., made of whole grain or enriched meal
or flour; two teaspoons of butter or fortified margarine. The Type A
lunch may also be served without milk., A Type C Iuﬁeﬁ is‘eng—haifbr
pint of fluid whole milk. 7

Sectian 4 of the National Sghagl Lunch Act autharizes funds for
reimburgement of the cost ﬁf food to the schccls, The maximum allowed

administratively is 9 :gnts, but the maximum Wthh the USDA budgats

. aﬂd the Pangresg apprgpriates is 4 «5 cents. Where a school agtees to

serve free or feduced pticg lunches to all needy children, the state

agency administering the funds may réimburse the schuo;s fa: all

elect tn cgntinue the regular nine cen; maximum and, in additian, be

reimbursed at a maximum Trate af tweﬁty-five cents Ear all ffee oY re-

duced price lunches served, or a total allowable maximum of 34 cents

NP
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for free or reduced price lunches.
Section 11, added to the Act in 1962, authorizes more cash
grants to schools "... drawing attendance from areés in which poor
economic conditions exist.' Schools receiving these ifunds are re-
imbursed at either a maximum rate of twenty cents from. Section 11
funds if all needy children in the schcol receive free or reduced
price lunches, ox 25 cente for each free or reduced price lunch
gerved.
The average-cost of a school lunch in the 1969-70 school year
is estimated .at about,60 cents, with food costs taking 36 to 38 cents.
The present Act puts the burden for labor, equipment and other costs,
including. the portion of food costs not paid bv federal grants, on
states and local sahugeristriécsiT~rl e .;a e
Ihe Breakfast Program

T

The Child Hutrition Aet of 1965 authnrlzea a pllut sahﬂo* break-

2.

fast administered by the USDA. Participating seheals are reimbursed

" Free or at

é eﬂuced prlce ‘meals are prcvided to chlldren whgm la;al school

aut ritieg consider unable tu‘pay the full prlce. The admxnistratlve

criteria iﬂ;ludes famzl? inenme (in ludlng welfare grants), sizg, and

LT

serﬁingﬁthé_fé"'v
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Each breakfast by regulation must contzin at least: ¢ne-half
pint of fluid whole milk; one-half cup of fruit or full strength
fruit or vegetable juice; a slice of bread or its equivalent in
cornbread, biscuits, flour, or three-fourths cup serving of whole
grain, enriched, or fortified cer;al; and, as often as possible,
protein-rich foods such as eggs, meat, fisb, poultry, cheese, or

peanut butter.

3. Surplus Commodities

In addition to cash grants, the USDA also‘provides.food com-
modities to schools--an average of about 12 cents worth per meal

currently--under these major authorities:

*Section 416 of the Agricultural Act of 1949, which aliows price

supported commodities--wheat (flour)? rice, butter, beans, cheese,

‘:dry,milk{_corn (m:al)=~to be diétriﬁuted to échooléji _
\*Seqtion 32 pf ?ublic iaw 74;326,‘Which authori;es the Sgcre—
 tary qf”Agficulture>tu spend up to 30 percent of U, 8. customs
_;ggeipts,: FPP@S can be used for‘several_pu;pqsesz'primarilylthe

. purchase of farm commodities which are not price supported, in- '

cluding meat, poultry, eggs, fruits and vegetables, among others,

and distribute them to needy individuals and to schools.

*Section 6 of the Natiomal School -Lunch Act authorizes the

Secretary to spend an amount as determined by the Congwvess to

, purchase food comwodities specifiqaily for school lunch purposes.

.. At present, the Section 6 appropriation is $69 million§

*Section 210 of the Agricultural Act of 1956 allows commodities

.58
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for state correctionmal imstitutions for minors, Public Law
75-165 for non-profit summer camps for children, and Public
law 86-756 for use in home economics courses in elementary and

secondary schools.

4, Nonfood Assistance

Section 5 of the National Schooi Lunch Act authorizes grants
for nonfood assistance, i.e., equipment used in ",..storing, pre-
paring, or serving food for school children." Aﬁditional funds can
be given to schools ".,.drawing attendance from areas in which pcor
economic conditions exist' for equipment to stora, prepare, transport
and serve fouod, At least 25 percent of equipment costs must be paid by

state or log¢al authorities.

5. Section 13, The Vanik Program

Public Law 90-302, paséed on ﬁhy-s, 1968, techﬁically as Séction
13 of the National School Lunch Aét, &uthoriéés'funds for- food service
granté to public and'private‘néﬁ?pfbfit child case institutions serving
areas where "poor ecoriomic conditions exist" or'"whefé thére are high
conéentraéidns'of working mothers." These include day caréfcénters,
settlement housés,:recréatibhﬁliéén:ers and déy‘éare‘éénters for handi-
capped children, Thé'program applies'tdvpublié’énd pfivaterinééitu-

tions and to special summer programs with food services:- similar to

" those available under the nationai school lunch or school breakfast

programs during the school year. In cases of severe need,'fhe'federal
grant may cover a maximum of 80 percent of the operating costs. Funds

for nonfood are also authorized. The federél'govérnment will pay up

53
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to 75 percent of the cost to rent or purchase equipment, not including
land or buildings.

One or more of the following meals can be served: breakfast,
lunch, supper and between meal snacks. Breakfast and lunch require-
ments are the same as school meals. The supplemental--snack--food
must include a serving of milk or full strength frult or vegetable
juice and a serving of whole grain or enriched bread, rolis or cereal.

Protein-rich foods--peanut butter, cheese--should be served as often as

possible, Maximum rates of reimbursement are thirty cents for Ilunches.

Meals are served free or at a reduced pricé to those whom local pro-

gram directors say are unable to pay the full cocst.

6. Section 25, The Perkins Bill

The Perkins Bill, or Section 25 of the AgricglturalAApprqpriations

Act of 1967, authorized §§5 million‘froﬁ Sec#ion 32 for.food service
for naédy children., The ;mountAwas inAaddifién to.the regular éppro-
priation»itgms requested by the adminispration and initially p%ovided
by:ghg épprép;iation(Commi;;ees, “he fﬁpd-is called the Perk%nglfund
because’tﬁe Kentquy‘congregsman iﬁt;éq;ced éﬁd er“ghF;Fh:QUEhAth§~«
House a'billAtov;uthqrigg ;ﬁevégcretar? oé Agriqultu;e:tp use éioo‘

million of Segtiénw32 moneyf Tbé Appropriagiqn‘ééﬁmitﬁgesAégreed to 

add $45 million as a compromise which the Congress accepted,

7. ESEA Title I Funds

Title I of the Elementary and Secondary kdudation Act of 1965
provides financial assistance to schools serving areas wifh con-

centrations of low-income families, The program is designed for

€0
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educaticonally deprived children. The maximum grant to a local
educational agency is determimed by multiplying 50 percent of the
average state or national per pupil expenditure, whichever is greater,
by the total number of students ages five to seventeen:
a. whose families earn less than $2,000 per. years;
b. whose families earn more than $2,000 per year but who re-
ceive Aid to Families with Dependent Childrenj
c. who live in institutions for neglected or del igquent children,
other than those in which a state agency is directly responsible
. for prociding free public educatlon; and
d. who live in foster homes supported by public funds. If there
is any money remaining  ter maximum grants have been allocated
to eligible schools, the maxiwdm family income £ eligiﬁle

‘children becomes '$3, 000 per year. For the schoc receive any

"money, the total number of stﬁdents eligible fo .le I funds must

L : s i
.t Lot - PN MERY

exceed‘ten,
In its application for funds the school must de cibe specific
rojects for educationally deprived children residinb in‘areas with

high concentrations ‘of low-income families. Projects should_help

educahionelly“depriﬁed children who require the greatest 5ssi5tencé;

bdt‘ndlcﬁildren should be excluded from the prOJect if thﬂy are not
from lqw-iﬁccﬁe families. Educationally deprived children" ere those
needing special educational assistance to attaidja,scholasric level
apprOpria;eAfor»theirwgge,, Ehe.term:inclgdeswthose handicapped

(mentally retarded, impaired in hearing, .vision, speech, or other .

health problems, aund seriously disturbed emotionally) or whose special

b i S ke
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needs arise from ''poverty, neglect, delinquency, or cultural or

' The money may

ilinguistic isolation from the community at large.'
be used to construct facilities necessary to the success of the pro-
ject. Title I money may be used for feedirg prcorams, and nver

$30 million was used in school feeding ir fiscal 1969.

8. The Migrant Program

Public Law 89-750, enacted in 1966--an amendment to Title I
of the Elementary and Secondary Education Act--allocates separate

funds for the education of children from migrant families. Children

- who move at least once during the school year are eligible if their

parents work in agriculture or a related occupation (e.g., canning).
About 200,000 children in forty-five stétes participate., Special
spring and summer programs are conducted in northern states during
the peak of migrant labor activity there, with extended day in-
struction in the southern states in the regular school year. Of the
$45 million spent on the program in fiscal year 1969, about $3.1

million was used foxr lunches and snacks.

9. Project Head. Start
Project Head Start, delegated to HEW's Office of Child Develop-
ment, has two programs for pre-school children from low-income fami-

iies., “One i8 a year-round program for children between three and f£ive

"years of agé. The other is a smaller program during the swmmer for

children entering elementary school in the fall. Feeding programs
in projects differ, but most héve at least a hot lunch and a morning

or afternoon snack. Commodities from the USDA are to be utilized

L. g2
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extensively. Breakfasts are to be provided for those who don't get
them at home, although Fead Start, which inveolves the parents as much
as possible, encourages family breakfasts.,

OEO pays up to 80 percent of the total costs, or an even greatler
percentage in very poor communities. The eligibility requirement is
a family income below the poverty level (e.g., the Social Security

Administration's $3,400 for a family of four.)

)
5]
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APPENDIX IT i
BASIS FOR CALCULATIONS ON PERKINS FUND - TABLE B

20 School days/month
180 School days/year
9 Months in school year

September -~ 180(9) January - 100(5) May - 20(1)

October - 160(8) " February -.. 80(4) . )

November -~ 140(7) March - 60(3) !
December =~ 120(6) April - 40(2) ‘

2. To determine number of F/RP lunches possible on average daily
basis.

1.. Multiply amount spent by 4 (25¢ payment/lunch).

2, Divide by number of days listed opposite month given as ;
startlng time for Psrkins program.

" B. To determrne number of lunches (avezage da11y ba51s) converted H
- by state, . s

T T N

1. Multlply November average da11y F/RP lunch flgure by 9.,
) (Novembexr is the last month unaffected in all states by i
Perkins program, and is generally a typical month).

S
H
.

2. Multiply-ZQ'above by the number. in parenthesis‘after the
month listed as starting time - for-Perkins program.

3.- Add By and Bj above, and divide by 9.

"4. . If B3 is larger than the average daily number of free -or
reduced price lunches served by the state, the difference
“is- assumed to be the number of lunches converted on the
average da11y ba51s for the yeara o e '
"Multlply B4 by the number of mouths the Perklns program
: 'was not - in- operatlon in. the‘°tate, and d1v1de the total

“ by’ the number of’ months the program was in operationm.

6.  "Add the figures for B5 and B4 to obtain:a number which
. approximates the average daily number .of lunches converted
during the period of operation of the Perkins program.
C. To determine percent of Perkins funds diverte: by state.

Divide Bg bw Ag.

64
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ISSUE NUMBER 3

WASHINGTON, D.C.

OCTOBER 7, 1970

School Lunch Research in Full Swing

Five research projects, three funded fully
or in part by the Office of Economic Opportunity,
are the sum total of federal research efforts into
child feeding problems.

A sixth project is under consideration and
is closely related to the objectives of the five
active projects. They are:

1. A New Jersey School Feeding Project, fund-
ed by OEO, and operated by the state education
agency. Eight priority objectives are listed; im-
proved participation, broader coverage of schools,
simplified certification and payment collection,
recruiting personnel, reorganizing program ad-
ministration, focusing more funds 6n needy
chlldren and designing model ~ontracts for region-
al programis.

2. A Feeding Effectiveness Program, operated
in conjunction with the New Jersey project by the

" Department of Food Science at Rutgers University.

The project is jointly funded by OEO, USDA and
the State of New Jersey.

The project, more nutritionally sophisti-
cated than any of the others, has four objectives;
developing systems for schools without food -
service facilities, expanding the use of donated
commodities, defining the commercial potential
of school feeding as a market for enginecred
foods, and developing techniques to-improve man-
agement in the school feeding programs.

3. School Lunch Programs in North Carolina, *
financed by OEO and operated by the N. C. State
University. This study is designed to improve
the school food service program as a delivery
system for nutrition, and is based on the fact
that the state has practically all schools partici-
vating in the program. The basic thrust of the

(Continued on page 5)

School Lunch Hearings October 13

The Select Senaie Comm ittee on Nutrition
and Human Needs will hold hearings Tuesday,
October 13 on the school lunch program. Witnes-
ses tentatively include state and local officials,
and representatives of local organizations sup-
porting efforts to improve child nutrition programs,
according to Sen. George McGovern, chairman of
the committee.

The hearings will likely be the last effort of
the Senate this session of the Congress to assess
the status of child feeding programs, and will set
the stage for program action in the new Congress
which will convene in January.

CNI Weekly Report will publish a special re-
port on the hearings, in addition to the regular
report.

% %k & ok ¥

USDA Funding Bill Stalled;
No Action Until November ?

Congressional action on appropriations for
school lunch ~- and all USDA programs -~ re -
‘mains stalled by the deadlock between the Congress
and the Administration over a new farm bill.

A conference commlttee has been negotiat-
ing for more than a month to gettle Senate and

“House differences. Agreement on most farm

program issues has been achieved ‘except on

. price support and acreage control f eatures for
' cotton, wheat ard feed grains, - Congress wants

more cotton acreage put under price support and a
‘minimum price support floor for grains. The Ad-
ministration oppcses these measures because of
their cost.

Sen.. Ellender, head of +he Senate conferees,
(Continued on page 4)
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Sithool Lunch; Study Indicates School Lunches Underfinanced
How It Did Last Year

The Office of Education recently published

Carl Perkins, chairman of the House com- a low key, but scathing report highly critical of
miitee on education and labor, prepared an analy- Title I, ESEA programs, The study is of interest i
sis of the school lunch program for the 1969-"¢ to school food service personnel, for several i
school year which was >rinted in the Sept. 22 Con-~ reasons. . i

gressional Record,
- Most importantly, the aumber of education- B

CNI Weekly Report carried a brief account ally deprived children is authoritatively defined :
of the Perkins study in the lapt issue, Since the for the first time at 16. 8 million children. Of i
data is the most recent review of proegram per- this number, 54 percent are considered to be :
formance, CNI is publishing the data tables for economically deprived.
its readers, (Continued on page 3)

NATIONAL SCHODL LUNCH SURVEY FOR FISCAL YEAR 1970-71—PY. |
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IR D : i - L T ERn R perucisate bn nationsl school knet.
" -{Continued from page 2). ’ - " children us being economically deprived. This
Free Lunche'a for 9.3i or 6.6 Muuén? o figure ia based.on a §6, 000 a year family income
ag being too low in rnany .casges to provlde ade- B
, Th:s meansa that the probable unlverse or quately ror rsmily needs.
eligible children for free and reduced price lunches :
will be a minimum 9;.1 mllllon. or substantially . - USDA Budget Max Need Stretchn_:g
greater than the number used by the USDA to : v o
3 develop its. budget estimates ror child feedmg The use’ of the 14 2 million ngure must : BN
. Programs. : L ) have sent shock waves through the budgetlng of-" "
? ; fices in USDA. Whkile ‘Agriculture administers
I3 The USDA ia’ budgetl:.\g for a participation the program natiounally;: school.officiala operate 3
£ level no higher thah 6. 6 million children for' . it at state and school dlstrict leveln. These of- .- ‘i
| special assistance in the schéol lunch program,; ' ficials will be-. doing the count of how many - 3
19 based on the USDA estimute of daily attendance of .children need free or reduced price lunches, "* J
g: 7.2 mullon chlldre’l, of whom 10 percent will be which meaia that the USDA budget likely will be i
? abgent; - . - . . . Stretched toward the 14 2 mllllon particlpaﬂ.on
; . : R R R ‘evel.’ . .
! Of particular interest is the fact that the- . !
N Office of Education considers 14_2 million ) (Continued on page 4) - ;§
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(Continued on page 3)

The Perkins study, reported in the last CNI
report, underscored the likelikood that the num-
ber of children eligible for free or reduced price
luncues will be far more than current budget data
indicates,

The. study, based on reports from state
achool food service directors, projected a par-
ticlpatlon level of 8.9 million children. This
figure, using income criterin.from last school
year, was considered to be too conservatlve by
o number
1y, or twice
ice lunches

of ellgible childre-

in the peak mon misread
the Congressm: ! cev ae estis
mated ‘eligible u... siion.)

E X%k E S

(Contlnued !‘rom page 1)

: aald recently: . "Unless they change their minds :

there wiil be no farm bill." : Until this argument is
gettled, no action on funding will be taken by the
_@sppropridtion committees," both of whom have

; ‘passed billa to ﬂnance farm and fooet programs. -

Because of thia deadlock approprlationa
may not be acted upon until after the November .

. electlons; . Congress has now, decided to recess

in mid- Octcber ang, return to complete its legf.a- -

: lative: dutles after -Nov.. 3.

Even u'the farm bill were compromiaed thls

" week to everyone's satisfaction, the proapects for
. Zinal action soon on appropriatlons are not bright.

In past years, the conferences.on funding questions

 often have taken several weeks. So long as the
conferees know they can return in November to

settle differences, they will be under no prassure

: to get the appropriation bill enacted.

This is little golace for school lunch peraon-

nel, many of whom at the state and local level are

confused by thie apparent program drift at the fed-
eral level,

Sources on the appropriation committeea in-
dicate that should no action be taken on funding be-
fore the election recess, the Congress will extend
the continuing resolution which authorizes the
USDA to spend program dollars.

The current resolution which had authorized
the USDA. to spend through'to Oct. 15 for programs
included in the 1871 budget, was extended yester-
day to avthorize expenditures through January
1971, An extension of the continuing r+:solution
will allow the USDA to continue to reivaburse
states and schools for the special milk program.

Committee sources point out that funding
for the school lunch and child feeding programs
would zlso continue, but at a rate equivalent to
the funding level for 1970-71, rather than 1969-70.
B I 3 N

Sciiocl Lunch Week;
Emphasis on Hunger -

‘Natlonaihschool Lunch week, Oct 11-17,

. wiii have a different emphasis this year in many’

commaunities than in 1969.

The National Cou’ ~f Churches is leading
a coalitlon of organizatic . .nd groups to encour-
age local communities to make school lunch week
in 1970 a period of commitment to eumlnate
h\.nger ln the clasaroom. : .
o The campaign ia belng org mlzed by the
Council's committee on domest} . ‘hunger, and is
being supported.by the United States Catholic Con-
ference," the Southern Leadership Conference, the
‘National . Welfare Rights Organization, and the
Chlldren'a Foundatxon. amcmg othera A

The committee on domeatlc hunger le d{r-
ected by Hulbert James, forraerly asgsociate dir-
ector of the NWEO m Waah’.ngton, D. C. :

. "We re aaying thla week should not be used'
for. the:same old business-asg-usual programa.

We ought to have programs that are dedicated to )

the principie-that we willifeed every needy chﬂd :
in:our cor';munity, " James ‘said. H
He has been traveung across the country,
speaking to community organizations, orgenizing
workshops with the goal of building "the broadest
posaible coalition! to ensure that the school
lunch program serves every needy child.
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_ study will be to develop cost reducing techniques

in program operations, to find ways to improve
nutrition in the child and to test how education of
the child during meals can improve nutritional
awareness.

4.  The National School Food Service and Nu-~
trition Education Finance Project, financed by
USDA and operated by the Florida State Univer-
sity. It will be 2 major baseline data source for
school for 1 service, even though its primary
goal is to develop a siable financing pattern for
school food service.

The Florida study, now completed except
for the final report, has five objectives: To
deacribe school food service as it is today; to
estimate school food gervice needs -- public and
private -- through to 1980; to describe outstand-
ing focd service systems; to analyze existing sys-
tems, identifying strong and weak points; and to

produce alternative financial madels.

5.

The District of Columbia Frod Service

Project, financed by OEO and operatzd by the

“D.C. Board of Education through the schaol food
..service division.

The project combines both a planning and
implementation phase, with heavy emphasis on
community participation in the planning of a food
service program for D. C. schools.

8. The Evaluation of Lunch and Breakfast
programs in-the State of Washington. The proj-
ect ig under consideration at OEO, and would be
operated by. the Washington Stat~ University.

The study would place primary eraphasis on
the nutritional aspects of child feeding programs,
and would measure ethnic and socio-economic
variables as they affect the nutritional siatus of
schocl children.

ARS Researching Nutritional Q_ues'tions

Other research projects in nutrition which
have a bearing on child feeding are being carried
out by the USDA's Agricultural Research Service,
but these projects are conventional searches for
answers to the nutrition experts questions. One
is a University of California at Berkeley study
to develop a satisfactory way to measure the nu-

MORE COMMENT FROM READERS ON CNI REPORTS

Accolades continue to arrive at the CNI
office al ; with a trickle of checks to pay for
subscrip“ons to the CNI Weekly Report.. Here
are a few.quotes:.

Carl D. Perkins, chairman. House Edu-
cation and Labc~ Committee: "Your CNI Weekly
Report is an -excellent idea, anc; will fill a need
in the child feeding and community nutrition
program area which has been going unmet for
too long. - The program expansion. .. has not
been accompanied by sufficient exchange of cur-
rent information aiid data among the .various
groups which are most directly concerned with
these programs.' . - )

George McGovern, chairman, Senate Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs: . "I
want to congratylate you for doing an exccllent

Jjob in providing a most useful public service. .,

I am well awue of the urgem need of sucha
publication. ..

Dr. Jean Mayer; chairma.n, White House Cop-
ference on Food, ‘Nutrition and Health: "It ig '
extremely useful. Igave my copy to the Boston
Globe... send me a few additional copies. "
Paul A. Lachance, Ph. )., Associate Professor
of Nutritional Physiology, Rutgers University:
"...I can only say that the CNI Weekly Report
is a definitely relevant documen: 4 i8 con-

cise, to the point and in plain English. ..
please continue the effort. '
Food Manufacturer: "It is our opinion that such
reporting is of great value in being able to keep
up with the current gover: . jent attitude on nu-
trition without putting in a full week's cffort to-_
ward Sorting out ard reading alone. We cer-
tainly want to encourage you to keep up this
sort of information and sincerely want to wish
you great success in your undertaking.'
Equipment manufacturer: "This is outstanding!
We would like to have you mclude us i.l a full
time subscription. '’
State’ Du'ec.ors, School ‘Food Servlce. .
"The CNI Weekly Report is tremendous. ..
& most needed communications media. "
""Congratulations! The first issues. .. have
been.greater than even I expected! Thanks al-
ways for your leadership and concern. '

‘City Directora, Food Services:

... found it full of information in which I
am intensely interested... it will be most mean-
ingful in my work. .. and will help us in deallng
with our basic problems..."

"...Ihave for the first time the {reling that
I am up to date on USDA happenings /2 regard
to school food service... We desparately need
the promptness and accuracy that this type
publication can provide. "

ERIC
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tritional status of individuals. T!ie most promis-
ing technique under study with the $66, 580 grant

is a hair root model, based on evidence that
protein deficiencies change the charactex- of human
hair before any other physical damage is notice-
able..

Whilé such studies are needed for health
purposes, they are rooted essentially in the poli-
tics of production -- i.e., if people who need
more food can be found, then bigger markets can
be developed for agriculture.

Politics of Distribution Being Studied

The dynamic character of the new breed of
research projects is that they are the first to
deal with the politics of distribution -- i.e., if
enough food can be produced to feed <very per-~
son, and people are still malnourished, then the
real probiem is how to deliver food to every per-’
son.

The Florida project, for example, likely is
a transitional study. It will be a definitive 8-
sessment of a school food service program con-
structed in the old concept of production politics.
It will serve up.a budget makers delight (particu-
larly for the new PPBS apostles) of projections of
needs for the next decade, with alternative choices
and alternative costs. i also will mark the end
of nearly four years of often abrasive analysis of
what is wrong at the federal level.

The New Jersey project, while it sets goals

' related to bringing more schools and needy child-

ren into the state system, will probably regult in
a redesigned state administrative structure bet- .
ter equipped to handle management problems in a
program which is galloping to giant size.

. Solution Sogght to Delivery Problems

The Rutgers study is an effort to venture in-

to the explosive area of engineering foods specifi-

cally for child feeding programs as a means of
solving increasingly complex delivery problems. -
The suspicion and hostility which food service
personnel in child feeding direct toward the sub-
Ject accounts for the delicate phrasing used in of-
fical accounts of the project.

- “the fact remains that the Rutgers project *
can have the most decisive and positive impact -
on child feeding since the invention of peanut but-
ter. The politics of distribution -- or the solving
of the war on hunger -- is based on developing the
technology for delivery nutrition, not food groups.

The Washington, D.C. project essentially is
geared to demonstrate that child feeding is a com-

munity function, and that the political problems of
community acceptance, if ithey can be overcome
through participation in planning, will help resolve
other problems in participation and nutrition
education. -

Co.: Savings and Nutrition Education Studied

The North Carolina project has a more in-
termediate goal, which i8 to idemntify cost saving
techniques in current program operations. It
should develop useful management techniques
adaptable to most state school food service oper-
ations. .

The Washington state proposal ventures in-
to the murkiest area of all, nutrition education.
It is a subject much like the weather: Everyone
talks about it, but nobody does anything about it.

Whethar the answers will be found in
studying ethnic and Socio-economic inﬂuencela is
anyone's guess -- & reasonably valid criteria
for research, judging from the hair root test.

* Kk K ok K

PEOPLE ""‘%ake, EVENTS

Dr. Nathan Smith appointed Special Agsist-
ant for Nutrition'Programs to HEW Assistant
Secretary for Health and Scientific Affairs Dr.
Roger O. Epgeberg. Dr. Smith will coordinate
nutrition programs within HEW. . He was Profes-
sor of Pediatrics at the University of Washington
at Seattle's Harborview Medical Center. He "~
been active for several years in nutrit!
research activities.

Edward.g. Hekman, Admlnlstra"pr, Food

) and Nutrition Service, USDA, was rezently

awarded a management improvemert certificate
by the President of tie United States.. The
award was given to Mr. Hekman "for excellence
in improvement of government operations. "

Mrs, Patricie Stevenson, director, Office
for Nutrition and Health Services, Office of Edu-
cation, HEW, has been awarde: a Horace Munn
Lecturvship in Public Educatior: Policy at the
Univergity of Massachusetts at Amherst. She
will be studying for her doctorate in teacher train-
ing and humanistic education during a year's.
leave of absence.

Daniel G. Wisotzkey named Supervisor,
School Food Services, Colorado Department of

" Education. He replaces Pohle H, Wolfe formerly

Consultant for School Food Services. -

70
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Mr. Lecnarp. I want to emphasize that the latter data was de-
veloped by the House Committee on Education and Labor, under Rep-
resentative Carl Perkins, and the earlier dats. by this committee, under
Senator McGovern. It is indicative of some of the problems in child
feeding that the data base for analysis has to be developed by the legis-
lative rather than the executive branch. .

Now, the data show that of the 46.7 million children in public :

schools, the number who participate in the school lunch program
increased from 18.3 million to about 19 million last vear. The number
of children receiving a free or reduced price lunci increased from
2.4 million to about 4.5 million. -

The reason I say “about” in referring to the 1969—70 data is that
the Perkins study records the participation in the program for the
peak month, and not the average daily statistics as recorded in the
McGovern data. The figures I us: for comp:srison purposes are
converted to an average daily basis. : '

The difference in absolute growth rates contai-s some surprising

information. For one thing, the program, overall. is not expanding
as might be expected from the welght of more Fcderal dollars alone.
It also indicates that a substantial number of children have been

paying for lunches when they should have been receiving' them free -

or at minimal cost.

And it suggests that schools in genefai are n- - .oving with any

special vigor to reach the children of the Poc. who are most in
need of adequate food and better nutrition. o o :

A look at the performance of some States underscores these obser-
vations. In Tllineis, for example, the program grew by about 124,000

more children, but about 164,000-more children are being served free

or reduced price lunches on an-average day.
~ In Michigan, while .the number o: children receiving free .. re-
duced price lunches has increased by some 62,000, the total ..umbes:
of students participating, on the average, has increasci by only some

5,000.

_Massachusetts, on the 'Othér‘hﬂ.nd,'hé.’s a‘méré cﬁn?ehtional 'pa.t_;!;e'rn..’ o
Free' or.reduced price lunch participation increased nearly 27,000 .

while the number of students being served lunch rose 110,000 on the
average. . . U . R .

+The Perkins data also shows that.the number of students-attending
schools: which 10 'not provide type A lunches has not changed greatly

since 1968-69. Scme 10.5. million children do not have access to ths -

national school lunch program today, which is about the same figure
as in the McGovern data. ‘ :

The new dimension provided by the Perkins study is that more
than 6 million of these 10.5 million children attend school where no
food service is available. o o "

The Perkins study also clearly demonstrates that the school chil-
dren who should receive a lunch free or at a token cost—which is
estimated at 6.6 million by the Administration for 1970-71—have
been seriously underestimated. Other studies support *his c~nclusion.

State school food service directors reported for the “-rkins study
that 8.9 million children shkouid-receive a free or reduced price lunch,
using eligibility standards which were in effect last school year. Mr.
Perkins, noting that most States were using an income standard

71
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which is lower than the new income guidelines policy announced by
Secretary Hardin in August, estimated that over 10 million chil-
dren would be eligible for special assistance in the current school
year.

‘Tiven ‘these figures may. be conservatlve, however. The Office of
Education recently published Education of the Disadvantaged, an

. analysis of title I, ESEA activities which, in addition to saying the

program has not been particularly suocessrul estlmated that the num-

ber of economically disadvantaged children in public schools is 142
millinn,

azalll

The real significance of this number is that the same ufﬁua.}s whe
made these calcuations also will determine which children, in addi-
tion to those who automatically qualify as eligible under the new
legislation, will receive free or reduced price lunches.

The meaning is clear, and I think the implication of these figures
is tragic. The program for the school year now underway is based
on a budget wh*.h does not provide for from 4 to 8 million children
who need special assistance to gain access to the school lunch pro-
gram. With funding at the present level now provided in. the
appropriation bill which has passed the Senate, the Federal Govern-
ment will fall short of meeting its real-obligations to the States and
locﬁl school. districts by as much as $1OO ‘million, and probably $2OO
million.

The danger is. that States and local officials will be gulded in tneir
program administration by budgeting policy and not by nutrition
philosophy—in other words, program growth will be deterrnmed by
available dollars rather than by student need.. =

The situation is underscored by.-another, and more subtle, ‘trend
which the Perkins data hints at, and which field reports coming into
the children’s foundation this summer and fall describe more"spe-
cifically. It is that children, arid their families, who are eligible for
special assistance are. bemg systematlcally demed a serv1ce to whlch
they are legally entitled:

‘The information has been summarlzed in an artlcle in the Puohc
Information Center: News, and. I. would hke to submlt a copy of
that for the record of ‘this hearing. : ;

(The artlcle referred to follows )

: [chrlnted from Pu?blic quormatlon Center News, October 1970]
: S'I'EALING Fwou Onn,nnmv S
(By Steven a’ Arazlen)

Public officials are breaking tkhe law and, as a result, more than 4 million
needy American school. children go hungry every day.

At issue is the National School Lunch Program and the manner in which it is
administered in school districts across the nation, -

A Marrowbone Creek, West Virginia mother, Wrote Tke Chil(;rens Founda-
tion, a private; orgamzation attempting to eliminate ineguities in the program,
“They have made the children . that couldn’t pay for their lunch get and watch
the other kids sat . Last year, when they had to let the children eat, what
ther got wasn't fit for a dog-and not enough. I was in the kitchen one day and
the meat they was cookmg had big long hairs on it.”

The problem, at best, is caused by officials who just do not care, at worst by
those who do not believe that poor chlldren should receive what they are entitled
to under the law. -

The law is clear. In 1946 ("ongress enacted the National School Lunch Act to
“safeguard the health and Well-bemg of the nation’s children.” Since then, other

"~
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megsures have been passed to insure that poor children are not excluded. As
recently as last springy Congress amended the Act to say that every needy child
attending schools receiving federal lunch money “shall receive” a lunch free or
at a reduced price. ’

Still, only about 24 million of the nation’s 52 million children wunder 18 par-
ticipate in the program. Of the 9.1 million from poverty-level or below families,
only § million receive lunches free or at reduced prices. Of these latter, many
are subjected to degrading treatment long outlawed by Congress.

The National School Lunch Program is operated at the federal level by the
U. 8. Department. of Agriculture (USDA). An indication of USDA’S concern
about feeding children may be seen in the fact that it took the Department
nearly four mouths to write reguiations to implement the new legislation passscs
in the spring.

In each state, the program is run by the Education Department through a
program Xirector. Each school district alse has a school food service director. In
many schools the principal runs the program. It is a step-child of the educa-
tional system, despite the opinion of such leading child psychologists as Bruno
Bettelheiln that hungry children tend to be anti-social and have difficulty
learning. ) : ‘

“How one is being fed and how one eats have a larger impact on the person-
ality than any other human experience,” Bettelheim says, while school officials
continue to ignore or violate the law with impunity. The situation is as bad in
the North as the South. ) .

The program has always benefited the children of middle class families, where
the federal subsidies for free and reduced price lunches are used to hold down
the cost of the meal to affluent youngsters. Hot lunches often are provided. in

newer schools in middle class areas, while inner-city schools are by-passed. In .

general, ghetto schools are older arnd lack adequate serving faecilities. Officials,
either through lack of concern or imagination, are unwilling to experiment
with technological innovations that could bring hot lunches to hungry, needy
children.

.The latest statistics available paint a gloomy picture:

" In Hartford, Ccumneciicut, only a twentieth of .the children receive free or
reduced price luvches. Only four out of 25 elementary schools provide lunch.
Yet, 13 per cent of the city’s families are on welfare. ) :

In Lincolrn, Nebraska, only 814 free lunches were served. last year out of the
14,253 meals prepared daily. There are'.no reduced price lunches. Yet, there are
6,000 families living at or below the federal poverty guideline of $3,600 a year
for a family of four. - ’ : R SRS . .

In Lancaster, ‘Pennsylvania, 5,302 families earned under $2,000 ‘a .year, but
only 360 elementary school children received free or reduced price imeals. .

In Albuquerque, New Mexico, only half the children from poor families are
served.free or reduced price lunches. - = | oL T e

In Manchester, New Hampshire, only 18 of 28 school$ have lunch programs.

Cities in Ohio are among the worst. in the nation. In Akron, 26 per cent of the -

elementary schools have a lunch program. -Only four per cent of -the .children
living in low-income areas receive free or reduced price meals. In Cincinnati,
only 30 per. cent of the poor. children are able to participate. Less .than a third
of Cleveland’s schools have lunch programs and only 7.9 per cent of the children
in poverty areas get school lunches. In Columbusg, half the schools have lunches
and only 12.6 per cent of the poor receive food. In Dayton, less than a third of
the schools serve lunch.

The federal program is often discriminatory. A Greenville, South Carolina
mother reports that some of her children receivc free or reduced price lunches
while others do not. The reason? The children attend different schools.

In outright violation of the 1aw, some school districts set quotas for the num-
ber of children permitted to receive free or reduced price lunches. For example,
Abingdon, Virginia, has a 10 per cent limit on free lunches. In Hardeeville,
South Carolina, poor children receive the lunches on alternating weeks, a not
unique practice. I : ' ) L

In Georgetown, Texas, where there are 1,000 pupils, ‘approximately 100 free
and reduced price lunches are expected to be- distributed this year, despite the
fact that over 30 per cent of the country’s families are poverty level.

In the urbane college town of Chapel Hill, North Carolina, 200 children of
families receiving Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) payments are refused free
lunches. School officials there labelled the children “free-loaders.”
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The situation in Mississippi may best be summed up by this letter from
Tylerstown: “I am a poverty family. We does not have no employment, We have
7 in the family and we have 4 children to attend school. The lunch cost 30¢ per
month from Welfare and we are not able to pay this amount. We would like
free lunch if possible.” o . :

‘Where free or reduced price lunches are provided childrer, fagrant gabuses of
the law are reported. The most common is discrimination. Anti-hunger workers
estimate that 75 per cent of the children receiving free or reduced price meals
are stigmatized by school practices. Dr. Bettelheim said, “BEating and being fed
are intimately connected withh our deepest feelings. They are the most basic
irteractions between human beings, on which rest all later evaluations of our-
self, of the world, and of our relationship to it.” .

Imagine the scars left on children who are subjected to the following
situations: .

In Des Moines, Iocwa, those receiving free or reduced price lunches have a
black star on their food card.

In Raleigh, North Carolina, officials use either red tags or verbal identifica-
tion in the lunch lines to brand poor children.

In Gary, Indiana, children to receive free lunches are segregated in the line.

In Indianapolis, Indiana, separate lunch periods or lines are used, depending
on the school.

In Alliance, Nebraska, poor children line up in front of the prinecipal’s office
once a week to get their food cards. The other children have no doubt why their
schoolmates are there. - : o .

A lady from Caldwell, Idaho, explains, “My girl said she’d rather do without
lunch than be made a f00: of in front of the children like she was.” That reaction
is typical. Children are proud. They’d rather starve than seem t¢ be beggars.

These practices are illegal. The law says: “Avoid overt idzgiification to their
peers of children receiving such meals” and “protect thé anonymity of the chil-
dren.” It specifically outiaws each of the above practices.

Another form of abuse is that of child labor. In about half the +~hools, a
istrators induce children to work for their “free” or red: ed . --e lunch
many cases, parents who hear ~~ lunch program ask th. principai
about it. The princips” . 1 k8 Lue p... il “Wouldn't your child like to work
for his lunch ?” Not many parents say no to this kind of coercion. .

In Chatham, Virginia, where children help pick the tobacco crop, wages are
withheld to pay for free and reduced price lunches. Chatham, incidentally, uses
Title I money, earmarked by Congress to improve directly the educational pro-
gram for disadvantaged children, to pay for a planetarium for adult education
clas-es and for an astronomy-navigation teacher. Lo : PR

In 'opeka. Kiansas, children in special education ciasses, usually the poorest
aud most needy, miss classes so. they can work for.their meals. An even more
dramatic case was reported in-Troup County, Georgia,. wher.. children earn
lunc * by guarding the garbage cans so other hungry. youngsters won’'t steal the
seragss. : . T e e . -

Neecdless to say, the law forbids requiring children to work for their meals.
Adding fraud to injury, many schools where children are asked to work claim
fede 1l reimbursement for the raeals served these youngsters as “free” lunches.

Eligibili‘y standards are a major obstacle to participation. The law reads
“Meals . . . shall be served without cost or at a reduced price to children who
are determined by local schools and service institutions to be unable to pay the
fu ' cost of the meal.” :

A mother writes froz: Denm rk, South Carolina, “The situation in our com-
munity is that most of cur chiidren does not have money for food at schoc. or
any place. Some parents Joesn’t even earn enough to properly provide for tiiem
even iz :heir homes. They are hungry and unable to cope with constantly rising
prices on foods and other necessary items. But food is what we are concer.ied
about. Tcome s too low to provide the proper food.” ¥or reasons as yet unex-
plained, these chiidren apparenfly are too wealthy to qualify for the program.

The inequities are easily seen in the way the criteria vary from community
to community. In Georgetown, Texas, a family of five earning $191 a month
must pay full price for zach child’s lunch. In Albuquerque, New Mexico. a
family o7 four must earn $111 a month or less before lunches for the children
are reduced itn half price. In Williamsburg, South Carolina, a family must make
less than $1,800 a year to qualify for free school lunches. In Salina, Kansas, the
same family wwoald have to make $2,800 or less—still only $234 a month to feed,
house and care for four persons.

£
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These practices may be stopped in 1971 when the schools are required by law
to follow a national income eligibility standard based on a minimum $8,720
yearly income for a family of four. However, us past experience demonstrates,
school officials rarely obey the letter of the law when it comes to feeding chil-
dren, and the government has never cracked down on violators.

Officials are often insulting. When one Chicano parent in Caldweli, Idaho,
asked that his child receive a free lunch, the principal retorted, ‘“The Spanish
should work for their lunch.” S

Another parent reportéd. “When we asked for lunch free the principal asked
all kinds of questions such as, did we have a car, a T.V,, do we raise a garden,
do we own our own house or pay rent.” : ’

In Muskogee, Oklahoma, a parent was told, “Welfare recipients are allotted
money for food, therefore they are not eligible for a second handout.” It is in
Muskogee, where children are allowed to charge their iunches, that poor children
who cannot pay their bills are told they will not be promoted. Such practices
have also been reported in parts of Alabama, Idaho and elsewhere.

The problem is that school officials regard free and reduced price Iunches as
charity for which parents are expected to beg and children grovel.

An applieation form in Eden, North Carolina, begins with this statement:
“There is no such thing as a :rec lunch! Some one must pay for every lunch
served.” (Emphasis in original.) The guestions that follow are more complicated
and detailed than those for a Diner’s or American Express card. The names of
two character witnesses are required. - - : . : :

The law: “Discourage the use of long and detailed formal application forms.
Simple ‘7iements of family income, family. size.plus hardship reasons.should
be acceptable without ‘forms involving lonz-winded and irrelevant questions.”

How: do school administrators- rationalize their practices? The response of .

one superintendent is typical. When it 'was pointed out-that-schools in Lincoln,
Nebraska, were breaking the law in the administration of the lunch prograr,
Superintendent John Prasch replied, “We're ot smart enough to figure out
bow to obey thatlaw.”: . ! Ck : : : L

- Other 'administrators have alibis nearly as’ absurd. in Greenville, South’

Carolina, poor children were observed chewing on their shirt enllars while their
more affiluent schoolmates ate. Questioned about this quaint custom, officials said

that if the youngsiers don’t go to the lunchroom, they would be left unsuper-

vised. Nothing was said about food.

" Then -there'is the case of -a South Carolina man' who was notified by the-

Department of Public: Welfare that his ADC check was ‘being increased from

$27.20 to $38.12 a mionthi because his wife 'had returp2d. home. His food stamps,

however, would cost $34 a month, the state said. Still, his two schoolage young-
sters are:lneligible for free lunches: -~~~ ™% .75 a7 LT L I R
" He wrote : *“Dear Sirs: This'is to notify you that I is disable and my wife is

disable. And -we have 2 children to support.-My wife have been in the rest home"

and they sent her béck to' me. My:doctor - pronounce me disable to work and:the
Welfare only gives us $38.12 for all of us. I am enclosing this letter so you can
see Zor yourself. I.fee! that I amn unjustified. That is why I am writing to:you.
Hoping to ‘hear from you socn. P.S: I 'have. 2 schcol age children. My - wife - is
paralized and can’t do for them and I need help.” -~ =~ =~ 1 - = R T

“His'ery for help raises essentially the same question about ‘American justice
as s 10-year old boy from Boise, Idaho. He was attending a recent community
organization meeting where anti-hunger workers explained children’s’ right to
lunch under the law. : - v

The boy, who is required to work for his lunch at a Boise elementary school,
raised his hand. Why, he wanted to know, if his father was in jail:for breaking
the ldw, weren’t the men in prison who broke these laws?: - - '

Mr. Leoxarp. The local practices which are used by school officials
to keep down the number of children receiving special - assistance
boggles the mind.'Some communities set up a quota system in which
a Iimit is placed on the number of free or reduced price lunches,

regardless of need. :

Others use various de_\:fi.ces——publishi‘n'g“.n@fnes of eligible families

in newspapers, annournicing over the: loudspeaker the names of the
children who get' fr’eg Tunches, ‘segregating the children who receive

[Op—
£
PN

T ey

VS ST R



e

2187

free lunches, serving free lunches on different colored plates—all of
which are designed to intimidate children. : : i

Some use the school lunch program as s disciplinary tool, with-
holding or threatening to withhold food to control behavior. Chil-
dren had wages withheld for farmwork in order to pay for lunches,
and others had to miss class in order to work for meals.

Other communities use application forms which, although clearly
iilegal, are long, complicated and request personal information which
is unrelated to the need for better nutrition. '

The article details these conditions, and the files at the children’s
foundation contain hundreds of letters describing the agony of indi-
viduals who ask only for what the law says they should have.

What all this really says is that indifference, apathy, prejudice, and
discrimination continue to be dominant influerces in a program which
many children may use to judge the worth of their society and their
country. - : R

Inadequate local support by public officials, combined with in-
adequate funding and program direction from the Federal level,
practicaily assure the school lunch program.will not achieve -the
goals. which. the Congress-has set. Obviously, the support - is: not

‘available within. the: program to_fulfiil the promise.made. by the

White House lasi Christmas that all needy-children would be reached
with a school lunch by Thanksgiving. o :

The . dimension . .of the problem is greater than the difficulty of
reaching all children, poor or not, with food service when they are

in. school.. Even -if ‘we could. achieve this objective tomorrow, there

is serious question that the problem of child malnutrition—or hunger—
would besolved. . .. i o P T
Two years ago the USDA analyzed the mitritional content .of the

_lunches’ served  in .the:schools participating in the program. ‘The
survey results: are shocking.: Over a third of the lunches did not

meet the type. A nutritional :requirements——which raises a.question

of whether the Federal Government was being defrauded—and even

a larger number of lunches were. deficit in;the nutrients. (protein,
ascorbic acid, calcium) which are.essential to the health of children,

.particularly.

Tn addition, there is growing evidence that the food we consume
today. is not what we expect it to be nutritionally. A chemical analysis
of the food served in the lunch program, for example, is likely to
show that it has less nutritional value than the “paper” value assigned
to it:by nutritionists. Co V S .

This situation is due partly to the development of processed foods
which have “hollow” calories—that 'is, calories which do not carry

‘other essential nutrients. But it also is due to the fact that we do

not know what happens to the nutritional value of foods under new
methods of production, or the effect: which different iechniques of
processing and handling have on nutritional quality. .-

3

What I am:suggesting ‘is- that we: have recognized :fa _national

_problem-——hunger and malnutrition-—exists for which a national pro-

gram-structure kas yet to be established.as a way to respond to it.
_ The present program is essentially a.series of local responses to
local conditions—which explains the consistency of it’s inconsistent
standards and procedures. The program at the Federal level wears
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the blinders of production politics—that is, it is essentially an
instrument to increase the consumption of whatever is produced
under the farm programs. How else do you explain these conditions:

Development of a program budget i1s unrelated to the needs of
local schools and communities. g .

Planning at the community and State level for child feeding is
nonexistent. No one has any 1dea of the needs in this program area
5 years hence, other than educated guesses.

The data on which the Congress could base the funding decisions
it already has made oniy now has become available; and only hecause
the chairman of a House committee was concerned enough to gather,
analyze, and publish it. The USDA has yet to provide the Congress
with similar data.

No public agency is developing a data base of the focd preferences
of children, even though the objective of the child feeding prugram
is to deliver food in a nutritious form appealing to the child vrhich
the child will consume. Menus are designed today on the basis of
what people think children like to eat, or should eat. o

No research' program has been structuved to analyze and vepori
at intervals-on the nutritional quality of the food American citizens
consume, even though the technology of ‘producing, processing, and
serving is being revolutionized. - - - = - E e

These are not the type of activities which the executive or legis-
lative branches would engage themselves in if they- were . concerned
with ‘the politics of production. None is relevant to a production
orientation, rior can they be understood by individuals who follow a
production philosophy. All are relevant to the politics:of distribu-
tion, however, and that is the nature of the problem we are finally
recognizing. . - oo . oo o

‘Or, I'should say that some of us—this committee, in particular—

are recognizing. And that is:the real tragedy. Just vwl_hen 'we are
beginning to understand the' true dimension of the problem, the

And' that to me is the greatest crisis of all.. s
'~ The effectiveness of “a democratic system in a modern, - complex

‘world will be conditioned by the quality of the administration of

- Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I will be happy to respond to any
questions.- o R R : ‘ : :
" Senator McGovern. Thank you very much, Mr. Leonard, for a
very outstanding statement, and T must say it is one that is rather
disheartening to me as a member of this committee. :

. The Congress of the United States, years ago, really committed
itself to the pledge that every needy child in this country should
receive ‘a free ‘or reduced price meal, and to make sure that there

'was no mistaking the intent of Congress, as you know, we reaffirmed

that pledge in even’ stronger language a year ago. - - .

" 'We made some definite effort to put in the words “shall receive®.

so that there was no mistaking the intent of the Congress, that
we wanted every needy child ‘in this country that was in school to

~_ll;e_ Ef(f'iered a free or reduced price ‘meal, and: ‘we-said’ they should

It is a very clear instruction.
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Now, the President backed that up with his promise at the end
of last year that by the time Thanksgiving rolled around this year
we would have accomplished that goal. To a great extent, that bold
pledge on the part of the President, which led me to put out a
public statement praising him, and saying I thought progress on
the hunger front was the most outstanding single achievement of the
administration its first year of office. :

But as I understand it, what you are telling us is that there are at
Jeast 9 million needy children in school who ought to be receiving
these free or reduced price lunches, and that as we approach Thanks-
giving this year we are reaching orly about half of those youngsters.

Is that substantially what you said today?

Mr. LEoONARD. Yes, sir, that is exactly right.

I might add that probably the number is larger than 9 million.
We don’t know;, however, and I think that this is basically the
problem we are dealing with.  We have never been able to define, in
numbers, the need that we use in generalized statements t:: say what
we intend to do.

Senator McGovern. I find that a very painful gap between not
only the instructions of the Congress, bu’ the pledge that the Presi-
dent made in:a very specific manner. It seems to me that this is the
kind of yawning chasm between what we say w2 are going to do
and our actual performance that causes people all over the country
toe wonder about the good faith of the Government. .. _

They wonder whether the Congress can-actually carry out its in-
tentions and whether. administration officials from the President on
down are really serious when they make these pledges. :

I think we either ought not to make pledges of that kind, or we

ought to carry them out.

‘What do you feel is the. signiﬁcahce of the very modest gains that
you do refer.to in total participation? Isn’t the figure that you give

-at‘great, variance with that given by the Department. of Agriculture ?

+* A8 I interpret these-figures, ‘there have been some. 2 million in-

“creased - numbers of children who receive these lunches.

.- In other words, are -we really making very much progress:. at all
in terms of reaching categories of children that are truly needy
children who ought to be participating in. this program ? :

Aren’t we really just making up for some of our pasi sins, rather
than expanding the program to new children?. - S

Mr. Leowarp. I think the numbers contain several interesting
points. Some of them I tried to point out in my statement.

For example, the budget this year is based on a total participation
level of about 24 million children. Yet, the Perkins study indicate
that we are going to have to increase participation level in the pro-
gram from about 19-million to 24 million, that is a 5 million increase.
That is-about a 25-percent increase in 1 year’s time. '

.'The history of the past 10 years indicates. that program has been

growing by less than a million a year. , L
‘The differences: between 1968-69 and .1969-70 indicates a real
growth in the program:of about 700,000. :

-+ I frankly am ‘afraid thdt on the basis of: performance the program
capabilities are such that they could not malke this large increase.
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The variance between the additional number of children receiving
free lunches and the total numbser of. children: added to the program
indicates also that children who have been pgying now are being
converted over to a free or reduced ‘price status. o
" The program is not even reaching additional children. This. con-
cerns me because when you begin to look at the reports comirg in, as
we have, from individual schools, the problems of individual families
in obtaining the services for their children indicate a reluctance, a
gap, at the %ocal level to reach out and bring the additional children
who neer nutrition into the program. : -

We need to know a lot more about the program than we do. ‘We
need a lot more information. We need the kind of data gathering that
this committee did and that Congressman Perkins did.” - - *

We need it done each year. We need it at the beginning of the
school year, and we need it checked at the end of the school year.

One of the problems is that unless you begin student participation
in September, the chances of increasing student participation through

the year beconic harder. If the program is started good and strong at -

the beginning of the school year, participation will start out strong
-and will confinue strong. -~ . - o T
' Senator McGoverN. Mr. Leonard, one of the. things that I, find
deeply frustrating is that every place I go .around the country, if I
make- a statement that this country is rich encugh thern so that there
ought not to be one sizgle hungry child, everybody applauds. '
" I have never found anything other than 'a favorable respcnse -to
that. It is hard for me to believe that this is anything other than the
view of most Americans. They don’t want hunger to. exist in this
country: R : ' O o
You state in your testimeny that hunger is becoming a boring sub-
+ject to many people. I think that probably is true. I have noticed it
'has been difficult to sustair: public interest in.the work' of this com-
-mittee; even though the problem is very large, and yet there is.this
general acceptance across the country, or at least Ifind it that way
and I think other members of the committee have, that the American
pubiic are ready to respond toleadership to, put an end to hunger in
this country. ‘ S = o : oo

What do you.think can be done to revitalize this interest, where
‘it needs to be revitalized, at the Government level 2. S ;

‘What is missing in really closing this gap between the promises we
‘make-on h:..ger and our performance ? T G A T

Mr. Lieonarp. I think there needs to be very basic reforms both in
the executive and in Congress. t0o. Congress has just now finished up
af v program for 3 years. - - - .

1 chink to the public, the public that saw the reports, the fecling is
that : “well,” Congress has now acted on the food problems in the
United States, and therefore we can rest casier. We know that what-
ever difficulties there are in the food and: nutrition area are being
taken care of.” ' R T

But in reality Congress hasnot faced the real problems in food and
nutrition, because the only thing.that: the committees took: care. of
this time was the question: of what kind of programs will -we have to
control production, to assure the United States that there will be an

- adequate amount of food ?
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‘Biit the problem weare dealing with!in-the: lunch program,;.the
problem we are dealing with in the family feeding; programs,: the
‘problemis:we are really dealing -with; when .we: talk.about nutrition
“and’ hollow ¢alories, s and " all’ “the. “snap,, crackle, pop”‘ ,fuss abqut
-cereals is a-gilestion: of distributien.. - .

Weé know how: to'deal ‘with the politics. of productlon We are S0
‘expert at it that:we:become bored when we:tdlk. about: fmytluug else.

But Congress has to begin dealing with the politics of distribution...
- Production is part of the whole distribution sequence, but until we
‘begin to consider seriously: the problems of the farmers, the handlers,
the processors, the distributors, the retailers. and the consumers, we
never really are going to be able to deal successfully with the kind of
‘conditions we have in the school lunch program. .-

This is really a distribution program. It is.a. means of d1str1but1ng
niitrition to groups. The retail segment we have now is a system for
distributing “Food to families. Congress ‘has to determine.:policies
relating to dlstrlbutlon, the euecutlve has to: ad1r1n1ster a. prodram
that defmls with distribution. . o

‘My: experience-in: the- eLec11t1ve br'mch has been that we ;also tend
to deal with the politics and policies,"and we don’t deal as Well as we
should with theladministration and:operation: .of the programs. -

T think the executive has to: get:back more to the functlon of carry-
ing out: and administering:programs.-.; - . R

Senator McGover¥. Senator: Hart, do you have questlons'?

Senator Hart. Mr. Leonard; that:is fine.-'We should have; this com-
plete understanding-of: the: sequencs from production to:-distribution,
but' what'in heaven’s name do you:do.with:arsehool official who decides
‘that the'way fo malntanl d1sc1plme i classrooms is: to put the kld on
‘bread andi water?: SN Y

You are saying here that the local practlces used by school oiﬁclals
to ‘keep down the number of children teceiving assistance ‘boggles the
mind!-Some: useithe school lunch program; you: sald as a: d1sc1pl1nfmry
measure, withholding food:to:control behavior.:.:; e i

“Unless youhave.a community:sénse of: outrag° at a thlng lke that
VVaslunfrton is not going to be able to deal with it. il v7s ot s

Mryr.: Lnoxmm) «Noy: Congress cai’t:supervise the: operat1ons ot pro-
grams ini70,000 schools, but I think the executive branch; with more
111s1stence from Congress, .could”go:to the educational system 1tself
and say that nutrition is important to the education process. .. .:':i.

"Most professional educators:today consider ‘the:school: lunch pro-
gram as part of the business side of school:: In some schools' they use
the school lunch program - ‘to-pay - for the cost - of financing -athletic
programs.

In some others, they use them partly to pay for the cost of janitor
services. They have to put up with it, but that does not mean they are
really going to do anything about m'mkan* food serv1ce work.

* It is a problem of attitudes.

Senator Harr. You mean that there are. con51derable numbers of
schnol personnel who feel that a hungry child‘is a desirable thing in
the classroom, or that it is a matter of’indifference, or that it is just
a burden they should not be forced to assume, When we 0*1ve tllem the
food, to make sure the child gets:it?: :
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- Mr. LEONARD. Many of them consnder it to be a. burden. They are
1nd1ﬁ'erent to it::

‘We do not: have today e1ther then in the Oﬁice of Educatlon or. in
the Department of Agriculture a-real program of nutr1t1on educa-
tion. There is nothing that we can point to and say, “here is a cur-
‘riculum that will allow you to use the school lunch program as a way
to deinonstrate to chlldren that soclety cares about them in their
school.”

To me the lunch program is an 1ntegral art of our educatlon pro-
gram in the United States, but we don’t treat it that way. The child
comes into society for the first time in an institutional way through
the schools. :

He learns about society and. its institutions first in school, because
it is the first institution he comes into. The thing he learns in school
is that society. instead of being a giving mechanism as well as taking,
is that it takes, and works hard to make sure they don’t get anything.

So you could be using the lunch program as a_way of telling the
child the society cares about him. The way we use it now is to tell him
‘society does not care about him. But we have no mechanism. There is
no policy, no pro ram, no curriculum in this area at all.

"Senator Harr. I don’t understand, and I'must ask you to clarlfy
your statement on page 9 that over: one-thlrd of the lunches did not
meet the type A nutritional requirements, which raises the question
of whether the Federal Government was being defrauded.

‘What fraud do you think has. occurred?

Mr. Ligonard. The school.lunch program operates on the basis that
the schools that serve the type A lunch will be reimbursed for that
Junch. The regular. reimbursement is about 4 ancd:a half to 5 cents per
lunch. The special assistance reimbursement through section 11 and
sectlon 82 now has been authorized up to 30 cents. ..

T doubt if there is any- legal remedy to this, but it does raise the
question that:if you are requiring to serve a type A lunch and_ do not,
then you are receiving:money-under false:circumstances.. .- .-~ -

“Senator:HAarr. It is'a. fraud on; the Government but an., even Worse,

hurt to the child. Ll :

-+ MF. - LieoNArD:: Much worse. That is the really serious problem

.iSenator Ffarr. Yes. ‘As the chairman said, he does not find anybody
b001ng -and-hissing -him: when he. says we- should have no hungry
children. But:we still find we;are programed: in a fashion that leaves

“many, many hungry: children,~and I share with him the. feeling that
1f/there is:any broad support across this country for any pronosition,
1t is'that we do subscribe to the concept thaf we feed the hungry; at
least we do when they are children who are not responsible for the1r
plight and who, as children have no means:to reverse the society’s
pattern which produces this tragic situation for them.

Now, I suggested this before, and I raise the matter again, espe-
cially in light of your theory that the Congress and the country find
hunger a boring subject now: :

- Would it be poss1ble 'to ask the Federal Bureau of Investlgatlon to
discover communist agents at. work in our country devoted to the
proposition that the children-of this country shall not be fed? If we
can find an enemy, then maybe we will féed the chiidren. .

e ‘g;}
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- Tsn’t that sort of the way: we act.too often? Wa get to the moon
largely because the Russians might have gotten-there first? ==~ = .

Mr. Leowarn. We always seem to want to have.to operate by the
devil theory. We need to find the devil. T T
" “Senator HART: Do you suggest the possil:i’ity & :
© 'Mr. Lroxarp.: I personally don’t s+~ -zribe Zo that theory..

Senator HarT. You don’t subscrit o it, sut you acknowledge we
react that way, and if you have to adop: the wrong philosophy to get
the children fed, where is the devil?

‘Mr. Lec <arp. The devil is our own ig = :ice, our failure to realize
that chang= makes it necessary for us to ciiange our ways of dealing
with. the problem.

We say in the country that we produce enough food to feed all
Americans and 50 or 60 million people overseas, we accept that as
being an automatic solution to the problem of hunger, but it ¢annot
be done simply by assuring that farmers are producing enough to
feed themselves and 85 other people. = - .

An awfully lot of distribution hardware that is needed after the
food leaves the farm gate. - - e : ' .

‘ Senator McGoverN. Senator Percy? . . .0 .. o .
'Senator Percy. I think that you;lput our finger on something that
might be considered a’scandal, and probably what we are doing is
indicting the Congress. of the United States. = S
~ Maybe-the public is'bored because they heard a great deal about
the subject. T R o

~The need was clearly demonstrated. No reasonable person could say
that this nation does not have the resources to feed .people, and that
it is'not in the national interest to have malnourishment eradicated,
particularly among children. The public may:have assumed that once
the case was proventhat we did something about it.: @ . .

They just ‘assume ‘that reasonable people possessed with the: facts
'and-having: the authority to act, would do:something :about it. But
you take the statusnow.'We passed a bill in the Senate for $1.7- billion,
- a few hundred million dollars less than we would have liked, but. $1.7
billion. @ et Giowonwonns fon el e n L G
'+ This is‘the fourth month'of the fiscal year 1971 Where is.the bill?
It is not reflected in increased food going ont then to the poor. Xt is
'in conference still, and we:are going on recess now, and for another

‘month nothing is going: to be done:: . i S L o L
But the system has not worked in‘ that respéct and it also has
failed to work in ‘other respects.'We are’ gning to go on recess, and
because of this, we are not going to be given a chance to vote on the
SST. We are not going to vote on it, because Senators and Congress-
men are up for re-election. They don’t want to be put on the record
on this issue and, because they don’t want to vote on the issue, under
the continuing resolution, we will continue to spend $25 million a
month for the SST. . - v AR o
‘While we continue, we.don’t have money for food stamps. I simply
say we hayve a responsibility to make this system: work better. All the
framework is there to malke it work, but lethargy is setting in, and we
have been unable to properly respond. S
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. T:think this commiittee has put.its finger on a. question ¢ natio A
priorities. The evidence and-the hearings clearly reveal the ... ladjz:st-
ment iirour priorities.: < niw e s wvnaela 00 e

I think your testimony this!morningihas. helped usa gr. .= 4 al

I would like to ask one.guestion with; respect tothow mar: & ol
boards there are that contract out: their schiooldunch ‘programs tc Fond
management .companies, and how successful has this procedure b n?

M- Lroxarp. 1: don’t know whether anybody knows the ar al
number. The amount of contracting is relatively small. The Stat of
New Jersey has done the:most of any State that I am familiar wi

" The volume is increasing, mainly because of the efforts of wor »f
the larger urban areas, Detroit, for example, trying:to mee e
pressure, respond to public pressure. - oo

Cities hawve contracted with:food management: firms to do .iis.
I-don’t think it is entirely:-fair to judge their performance under these
conditions, because what they are trying to-do is'to..respond to
crisis situation with sack lunches:and;other. kinde..of food services
which, if you had your choice, you would prefer not to utilize, .

I thinl that the food management approach:is' one of: the key
answers to the problems in the urban.areas;. particularly the urban
arcas, especially: incitiés -with :large numbers of schools that.were
built tlien prior to the time:school lunéh: programs. were inaugurated.
They lack the physical space-and-the: facilities to serve food. . " ..

If they served food, ithas.to be served in classrooms, .and, teachers
don’t like to serve food in classrooms.. ANV

‘Seénator Perey: - Would. it bé’a monre: efficient way:of monitoring the
nutritional content-of the lunches?; .+ i S U SR T R LT
1, Mz Lzoxarp. 1f youiare serving out-of:a central commissary, it
svould be easier:to monitor:: «iisie /L ik dlibe et s ol

Senator Prroy.:Has there been lenough.: Xperience to -determine
whethei~it:is a lower:cost,-move.efficient:way of deoing - things? ... =
;1 Mr: Leox arp:: Theitechnique;is-what is important : there. You'are
rediiéing your:labor:costs; you
pOsts.: v e et Bleons e ree it g o

“The advantage ‘that the food mana
managemeént experience and expertise,
Program MOW: - ¢ i b tri i sniE fen TS SO TR
T am not sure that you:can.say you-know that the. private sector
‘is going to be any more efficient. It is-just that they have: the whip of
icompetition, .plus the experience. " i o o o e o

. So at this point T would say: that given the two -approaches the food
management company. probably would come in at a lower cost.

‘Senator Prrcy. Thank yous - A
- Senator McGoverx. I want just to underscore, what Senator Percy
has said. T did not mean to imply for one minute that the Congress
can escape its responsibilities and the pledges that have been made
to put an end to hunger in the United States. We bear as heavy a
burden of that responsibility:as the.administration does.

I continue to be appalled thzi the House of  Represent..cives has
let more than a year go by without any: action: on the food stamy
reform bill. ‘ ' o T

Now, it is trzue that the appropriations to fund the existi~g ur-
reformed food stamp program have gone to conferen: 2, b they

L '

iare cutting olit spme, of the equipment

sement company has.is: the
‘which is sadly lacking.in the
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did-—they have not enacted on- the fund'nnentaL 1ef01 1 oi owr .food
stfunp program. !

“We were led to:believe that !1f we: Just walted untll the House
Agricultiirve -:Committee ‘took: action on the farm: bill. that then they
would keep faith with: us-on the food. stamp reform:bill. ,

‘What tIPey did was to pass a lousy farm bill and do. nothmg -on
the food stamps reform. So.I share Senator FPercy’s impatience and
disgust with the laclk of action-here:in the Congress, but I do think
this is'a two-way matter, and we have not had the kind of pressure
and continued lefu:lersh]p from ‘the adm11ust1 ation that was needed,
either.’ ‘

‘In any event, the gap between wlnt we said we were going to do
more than a year ago and what was actually rtccomphshed T think
isa great’ dlsappomtment to all the members.of tliis.committee. -

Fr ankly, it indicates the need .for continuing surveillance by all of
us if we are going to get onitop:of this problem of hunger.

Senator Prroy. Probably:ifiwe had: a-joint; committee on hunger
aird malnutrition and got a few House Members:deeply:concerned, as
concerned as we have become about thls problem, We: mlght l1ave
overcome the problem of:inaction:::«: i or sizd

~It is Just-too bad;'T suppose, that we : d1d not make thls . ]omt com-—
mittee. 5

Senator Hart. Mr. Chalrman, all of th‘l,t is’ ﬁne, and I aglee w1th
it, but who is supposed—we have got schools using thls procrram :md
now you come in-and tell us all this litany: of- horTors.

Who is supposed to have eliminated these vhings you are ta]kmg
about; the local practices uised-by school ofﬁcmls to heep down the
lmmber of-children. gettlng adunch % i P idd IR

~Some ¢ communities! setup: a- quota system Others 1se . dev1ces
pubhshlng narmesiof-eligible families in newspapers, annonncing over,
the loudspeaker the names.of:the:children: who: get . frée: lunches..

‘These are lunchés; that-are: out. there: They.segregsdte-the. chlldren
. Who receive free lunches,:serving free. lunches on different:colored
plat(;s to! 1nt1m1da,te chlldren Who 1s- supposed to do somethmo about
that2r.x FEI T R IR T TEr PSRRI D AT

»Someé -use: school lunch plogra.ms as - dlsc hnaxy program : “Be
0'ood or' we won’t:feed ‘you.” Some children: hag wages withheld from
farm work. The others had to miss class to work for meals. SRS

Other communities:use:application::forms: which;:though clearly
illegal, are long and.complicated and :request personle information
wluch is unrelated to the ieed for nutrition..This'is Wlm‘t is fromg on
now. Who-is supposed to ride herd on it? :

. Mr. Lronarp. This is the job-of the’ admuustr'ttms of the pI ogram.
This is the job of the executive branch. This is the job of the Dep'u‘t—
ment of Agriculture. It.is:the job of the Office: 6f Education. ‘

Senator: Harr. - That. .was. my:understanding. What::is the1r ex-
planfttlon for the sequence cf events that you deseribe ?

.Is: it- that: they. don’t have' the local personrel,-or-the local school
boards are-too. tough for them, or-do- they regard thls as a’ bul den we
should :niot have imposed on them? \

Mr. LronarDp. In some cases they are not aware of it. "\{[y ereuence
is the higher you get in the bureaucratic structure, the less you now

,,,,,
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know about the programs you are responsible for. Very often they
simply are ignorant of these problems. AL
Secondly, the Department of Agriculture is-an-old line agency, the :
same as the Office of FEEducaticn. Both are extremely reluctant to try :
to improve programs by bringing pressure from above and. local
government. S ‘ '-
They believe that whatever local government-does is what the local
people want, and therefore it is not our job to interfere with it. ..
Senator Hart. How can we express to them our complete disagree-
ment with that concept and their responsibility? How can we tell
them that we don’t believe that we have authorized a program that
will permit service to the poor child on a different colored plate from
the child from a home of some afluence? .= .= ,
Senator Percy. Senator Hart, maybe I could make a suggestion.
If Mr. Leonard would give us the names of any schools he knows
showing this. form of: diserimination; this committee would refer
those names-to:the ‘Department of Agriculture and demand action.
- I think-that-would be the ‘simplest way to do it.. We-have made, a

general :statement.. i o Teen ST ;

Senator Harr. It is a tragic thingto.think you have.to assemble 4
a"select: committee: of the iSenate to: persuade ithe . Department :of
Agriculture that different plates don’t go. T et
- ‘Mr. Lroxairp:: I think we have-—I would like to address myself to
that question. .. " :ie i Lo Tl o

Senator McGovern. You:
rollcall pending here.:: - T+ il e cq beiaae o

» Mr. Leoxarp. All right.- I.think the: only effective way we can do.
that is maintain the kind of surveillance system, a: system:parallel
to'the administrative structure which reports back to:‘all interested
parties ‘as to what is :going. on din: that system, so6:-that not only the
administrator of-the program- realizes what here is:going on for the
first time, but also Congress:and other:interested groups in the execu-
tive branchi: il or oo L e el sl
':Secondly, I think the ‘only:sure way youare éver going. to.do that is
to do as is being done in some communities—as was done in Detroit-—
to ‘take the school board to court and say, “This is'illegal and it has
to]: s'tc,),p, and if it:is not' stopped, there is going to be legal action
taken. T s L T
-That is'the only way you root some of-thatout., : = . . .. ..

- Senator McGoveErN. Members of the committee, we have a rollcall
pending now. I think we will agk Miss Martin, who is our next
witness, to hold until we return. This is an amendment offered by
Senator Ervin of North Carolina which is pending at the present
time. g . o ' : !

So we will recess for about 8 or 10 minutes. :

h(.VV?e'reupon,- the select cominittee recessed subject to call of the
chair. : S ¥ .

Senator McGoverN. The -committee will be in:order, and our next
witness is Miss Josephine Martin, who is the chief consultant to the
school. food service program, State department of education,
Atlanta, Ga.' " "o D T o a0 e e e

Ppiad ptetn
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STATEMENT OF MISS JOSEPHINE MARTIN, CHIEF CONSULTANT,
FOOD SERVICE PROGRAM, STATE DEPARTMENT .OF EDUCATION,
ATLANTA, GA. - DR S

. Miss MarTiN. Thank you, Senator McGovern. Mr. Chairman and
members of the committee, I am Josephine Martin, administrator of
school food services for the Georgia Department of Zducation in
Atlanta. ‘ . o ' o o
Lunch for every child from a low-income family by Thanksgiving
1970, is a goal made more reasonable by the passage of Public Law
91-248, the adjustments to the National School Lunch Act, a:goal
difficult to achieve, however, in light of lateness of regulations; un-
certainty of appropriations, and restrictions on reimbursements rates.
I wish to thank you, Senator McGovern, and the Senate Select
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, for your role and in~
fluience in the enactment of Public Law 91-248. A
We in Georgia take pride in the' fact that' Senator Herman
Talmadge, Georgia’s distinguished junior Senator, introduced . the
original Senate bill 25-48"in the Senate, and 'we' subscribe “whole-
heartedly to his point of view that education is a key to breaking the
poverty cycle; that meeting ‘a’ ¢hild’s nutrition' tieeds ‘at’'school is a
necessary part of their educationial oppdrtunity, & «iivir v Lo
.. I feel that it is very appropriate that during National School
Lunch  Week when the :theme is *School ‘Lunch’ Means Effective
Educatipn,” that we have an opportuiiity to talk with you'about the

operation of the school lunch program.. @ i TR
“As only one of the 50 State school food ‘service directors; T have
some real concerns about the operation in the future of ‘the national
school lunch program. What kind of leadership is needed’to motivate:
school. districts to provide comprehensive ‘¢hild nutrition and nutri-
tion education programs for all childreri® "™ 0 bl Tl e s
'~ “How can the service 'and éducation -aspeécts: ‘be coordinated: at
Federal, Statée, and local levels to avoid’ ‘dlfutibn"‘ of efforts’ through:
fragmentation. :‘_L-‘.::: . v : f« LRl R Pyl a'.;.; SR TN
“"How can‘we be instrumental in helping USDA perceive the urgency
of regulations and procedures which are timely, succinct, and reason-

ey
s Ty

able ? v : o

“"How can we communicate to the Congress and the President the
need for adequate available funding if wé ‘collectively are to meet
school day nutrition needs of children? R o

‘How can we utilize the resources of and cooperate with community
groups to achieve program purposes? '

‘We stand inside the open door of the 1970’s. We have in hand
Public Law 19-248 and the recommendations of the White House
Conference on Nutriticn. and ‘1 month’s experience under the new
amendments. R o I
" We see the needs and the problems lacing us in long-range devel-
opment, but most of all State’ directors of facing some immediate
problems which have surfaced since passage of the amendments, and
v];hlch mils_t be dealt with expeditiously if we reach the Thanksgiving

There are six immediate concerns. One, providing information to
school districts regarding free and reduced price lunch requirements.
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‘Two, directions regar ding funds available for implementing. Public.
L‘LW 912948, Tliree; restrictions 'by- regulation ;limiting amount -of
funds paid per lunch. Four, 1nfmd"]uate nonfood assistance funds.

Five, need for financial assistance f01 child nutrition program- to
doordmators Loy

Six, need: for pos1t1ve dlrectlon to c001 dinate nutrition services and
nutrition educationto. provide necessary - repetition and’ avoid un-
necessary and undesirable overlap.

- These ‘are some long-range needs with implications for immediate
action. One, we need a natlonﬂ commitment to child nutrition educa-
tion programs.

Two, we need a: comprehenswe master plan for child nutrition and
education programs in. accordance with the recommendations of the
White House Conference, on Nutr1t1on, and a timetable for imple-
menting the ,recommendations.

‘We need a comprehensive: child . nutrltlon 1ct comblmng the ex1st-_
ing act and amendments and filling in the gaps necessary for -a com-
plete:program.;

‘We need.-a. natlcnal structure for, plannlng, developlng, coordlnat-‘

1ng‘, and- evaluatlng child nutr1t10n programs.:

Because. of, the! nnmednc“ of the first. six concerns 1dent1ﬁed 'and;

t%lle1r relat10nsh1p to operutlonal problems,»:I should like, to discuss
these.; . ....0p0 o

. 'To.1imple ent the free fmd reduced prlce p1 ov1s1ons of Pubhc Law
91«248 in,Georgia, we are. holdlng a.series;, ‘of 23 \meetlngs thxoughout
the State during the first 15 days of! Qctober Wlth super1ntendents
and :principals., and food service:directors. .- . ,

A kit of; materlals ‘has been supplied ach._ school, systern_ nd re-
sponse,to the -proyisions;and, ;nforma on, given fo, these (people has
been, positive. Since. Georgla ranked first by USDA:statlstlcs in pe
centage of pupils partlclpatmg insnational, school systems Tunch,
gramsin the,1969:-70. year, you would rassume. that Georgi;
admlnlstrators be]‘.eve ‘nutrition as an 1ntegra1 part of éducation. --

As further evidence of their belief about school” nutrition, it is
worth..noting.that school. systems, have budgeted. approxmately $”
ml]llon each year. fl om ; t1t1e I funds for free lunc es.,

Dur1n0' 1969-70 school year, 22 percent ‘of the 146 m11110n lunches
were free or reduced., So. there is a. pos1t1ve env1ronment :Eor flee and'

rednced lunches for.children:s : ..,

Howevel, school’ adm1n1str1t01s have V‘Lhd concerns Whlch are
baing advised in these meetings. One concern is: Are any funds being
prov1ded schools and districts to help 1mplement the policies?

Another concern is; arc funds available to assist. school districts in
providing a child nutrition .program coor dinator. .

Implenlentlng the policies will require adcutlonal funds fmd 1dd1-,

tlonal staff at the system and school level. Although the provisions of
funds. for, child nutrition  programs coordinator would require an
‘unendment to the act, T would recommend. the importance of such a
position to.the. 1mplement‘l.t10n of the new.amendments, especially.the
provisions.for free:and reduced. price lunches, nutrition . education,
training, e\perlmentwl progl ams, and developlng annual plans of
operatlon(—._v ; . DR e .

e Ml M L
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‘The -time is. right  for program planning, direction, and. coordina-
tion. Unless help is provided and standards established child nutri-
tion program effectiveness will continue to vary. from _school to
schoo}), depending on the interest.of the principal. ... . "

. 'The original bill 25-48 -contained a .provision for nutrition spe-
cialists. If Federal funds provided even oue-lalf of cost for one
coordinator for each 20 schools with State: and: local systems provid-
ing the other half, the annual cost would be less than $20. million,
and the resnlts would be phenomenal, , o

As an-example, South Carolina has a coordinator in every county,
and you will recall that South Carolina has constantly ranked in the
top five States in-the Nation for effective school food service pro-
grams. SR . : o ‘
~ Another concern of .school administrators regarding implementa-
tion of thc secretary’s income scale for free .and reduced lunches is,
will there. be sufficient funds to finance the same scale? The answer
given is assurance that congressional. action. which provided the
mandate has also. provided. assurance of funding... ... .

‘The question-posed by local.administrators magnifies the. State level
concern for assurance and positive direction from USDA . that. funds
will ‘be available-te.implement Public' Law 91-248, At this .moment,
States are far from being assured on.the basis of congressional action
and.administrative. goal setting of the Thanksgiving goal.. ,

. Some confidence was felt regarding funds. Tentative planning
figure from USDA based oin Senate reports-indicated .that Georgia

could provide reasonable rates to schools. The first letters of credit .

?asc&d—bn‘, the House. version did not contain the increased. section’ 82

WNAS. . o T e e T e

'Even more distressing, we are now.advised. that the letters of credit
for ‘September" throngh October 15 -will be ‘based . on the level:'of

. funds available for the same period in 1969, which will. mean .a 30
-to 40 ‘percent lesser amount; than anticipated; under. the ,1971 Senate

TePOVL.: i T e e

~States . find themselves in a dilepzma, on..one hand: being "told. to
implement the law-and on the othyr hand having-money: available at

the 1969 level. - -0 ... .. . - oo T Lo . R

Schools_cannot provide: iree -lunches. that - cost 45 .to 50 cents to
produce when ‘the reimbursement is less than 20 cents per meal.- o
~.. To really compound the problem in Georgia, when we were notified
of the tentative amounts, a 36-cent rate was established for free
lunches, and title I applications were adjusted by systems to allow
title I funds to pay only the differences between the amount to be
paid by USDA funds and State funds and the total hunch cost., :
- Nov the title I funds are reduced, and we are advised that Septem-
ber—CGctober letters of credit will be held to the 1969 level. .

What position should a State take ? How can planning be effective ¢
Congressman Carl Perkius sumnied it up succinctly in the remarks
of September 21,.1970, to the- Education and Labor Committee.

'These are a summary of his remarks. While the House and Senate
reports have carefully provided for spending at a level to implement
Public Law 91-248, there: is nothing. in the ag_ministration of the pro-
gram either in guidelines or in recommendations which advises states

‘e
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of the position; and I quote, “It seems to me that States and districts
should be advised of" congress1ona1 intent to - fund at the level of
Public Law 91248,

We cannot allow ¢ongressional intent to be thwarted by fallure

of the USDA to adm1n1ster programs. accordmg to the Wlshes of Con-
ress.

£ Itism understandm that the problem arises from the 1nterpreta-

tion of the provisions of the contlnulng resolutlon as to the level of

funding that can be authorized. :

Some States are bound by State authority to the same rate pro-
mulgated in 1969 for the same level of expenditures. School districts
cannot feed children without an assurance of funds.:

I do not pretend to kmow the inner workings of the Department of g
‘Agriculture or Congress or the Bureau of the Budget. However, I am i
very much aware of three things. One, that the appropriations bill- is
‘pending. Two, that the States have limited information.and assurance
pertaining to funds by 1970-71,cand ‘three, that the: States are 1n a
pre(-arlous position~and néed- d1rect10n -and: assurance: . ol

‘As’ States try: 1 to implemernt:the new: amendments;the funchng prob-
Temis’ compounded “The’ national” income: fpoverty guidelines> will
ke more' childrén’ eligible ! for<frée ‘and reduced -lunches and ione
‘Géorgidg distriet: est1mates 'al 25 percent increase:in eligiblé: children: -

Another ‘onie estimates' 8,500 't0’ 5,000 children:not: presently: eating
wwill'be 'e110'1b1e under the'nethuldehnes. This-last school district is
already/ serving 80 ! perceht' of the puplls, and last ‘year: served 17

: pe‘rcent “frée ‘dnd reducedd. - fom af i Uk ST
“i 'Wee have'just'completed ‘4 prehmmary 1ncomp1ete ‘study of Septem-
‘ber reports in Georgia, and these reports indicate that 15 percent iof
the= ‘ineals served in September were free-and:3: percent reduced..

:This! compareslto percent of all‘ lunches; served in:: May, 1970
‘bemg free orireduced: G DefEmel aivre o) T IAae
24/ The September dechne'fln free and reduced: lunches 1dent1ﬁeswa E
problem which can only be solved by providing lunches to all: chil- i

«“dren. 'With the ‘amoéunt of: ‘paperwork, apphcatlons, reviews, notifica-
tions;’ cert1ﬁcatlo:ns, whatever:: ‘you:: ‘call® it, dirivolved ' in’ estabhshlng
e11g1b111ty there is a lag in getting lunches to needy pupils.: =

Although ‘Wwe speak with’ assurance to local ‘school : adm1n1strators
regarding financing the national income scale, there is' imbedded in
?E t(}ila;, :teelmg, why- don’t we have an appropr1atlon or assurance of

nds -

Should we ‘tell schools to W1thhold 1mp1ementat10n untll funds are ;
assured‘e ‘Will we be faced with another embarrassing situation as we
have had with the special milk program, when the appropriation was
prov1d%d and we had no 111structlons about the use of the special m11k
mone -

Chﬂdren are hungry, the laws, the intent, the approprlatlon are :
there. Their needs to be a means to get us out of the dilemma with i
which wé- are faced: The funding predicament vividly demonstrates i
the need for 1mp1ement1ng the advanced fundmg prov1s1ons of Public
Law 91-248.

- Another 1mmed1ate concern for 1egu1atlon has its rules in regula-
tions 21011 which contains several roadblocks which will make them

89
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vir tually impossible for States to administer child nutrition programs
in such a way' that all needy children will be reached this year.

.The most notable road block is 210.11. (a) of the regulation, which
requires States to pay 12 ‘cents’ from- general cash for food assistance
funds for a1l meals in:a school before permitting States to pay. above
30 cents. from .opeclal ass1stance funds for: free or. even reduced pr1ce
lunches o

“This’ partlcular regula Cion Wlll semously 1mpa1r the ability of at
least one State in the Nation in:its use of: State funds for school
lunches. Thé requirement will result in sectlon 4 or general cash for
foods-assistance funds being diluted. :

It will force States to pay a higher rate for nonneeded lunches, and
dilute’ the- States ab111ty to ass1st the max1mum number of. needy
puplls R

The recruhtlons need to be changed to permit the utates to pay up
to 60 ¢enits wheie justified, from the ‘funds that.are available.’: . -.:

Increased partlcxpatlon, conversion from a la:.carte:to: type A

Téorgan nized' schools béecause '6f 1nteg'ratlon, place a heavy burden‘ on

sbhoo]s with’ ex1st1ng facilities. VN e e
{9 There s an urgent need: for: rele-tse «)f nonfood ass1stance funds
Congressman Perkins recent survey of.the:States: mdlcated 17 000
schools with no food service facilities. L E T

i Funding’ of monfood- assistance ‘at. the: level/of authorlzatlons in
Public Law 91—248 istal Pl‘erquIlSlt to ach1ev1ng the goal of servmg

'all’chlldren ST EE P BT aaty R e AP RAETE kg BERO

“OThe final 1mmed1ate concerh-ls the need ifor coordmatlon and d1rec-
tion'of ‘all'the components’ of nutrition’ programs: The! national focus
on nutrition and hunger has created a new interest fin nutrition educa-
tion by governmental’ agencles and the! ‘private sector;: W1th resultmg

-fraamentatlon s e e 1 i
»"*'-If nutrltlon educatlonl fis to! ’be eﬂ'e‘ct1ve inh . breakmtr the poverty

e"fand 1mprov1ng{ food ‘habits,:coordination:is: essential.- s
The' initiation 'of 74 “Federal: masteriplan; cooperatively: dcveloped

child’ centered; and educatlon ‘or1ented should estabhsh the framework

coot‘dlhated ‘programs.” i
‘School food’ service" d1rectors have eapoused the need for nutr1tlon
since 1946.° As ‘a’matter ‘of! fact, congressional records: for 1945 and

1946 bear out the'need. for nutrltlon educatlon eﬁ'ov*ts W1th the school
v]unch program.

Nutrition teaching W111 be more effectlve when correlated w1th
school food service programs.

Immediate concerns are which are obstacles in the task of imple-
menting Public Law- 91-248 must not over shadow the long range
needs, ‘because we: must begin now to--plan for the comprehensive
child nutrition and nutrition education programs.

Preliminary reports of the national school food service finance
project conducted at Florida State University propose several models
for a universal food service and nutrition program..

“The report o also reflects dr-tmatlcally ‘the need, for dynamic leader-
ship. at the State'and national level:in' planning. and programing

‘¢hild nutrition services in accordance Wlth the predetermlned goal

and commitments.: .-/ REESN
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Many educators believe that a:low-cost: lunch for. needfr children
shouid be an 1ntermed1ate step 1n a goal f01 a unlversal unch. pro—
ram. -
£ A few da,_'ys ‘Lgo the superlntc,ndent of hools in VVest Vlrgmla
announced ‘a new low-cost, with-15 cents. oemo tlie, top price, lunch
p10g1 am for paying. children and free. luﬂ.ches to needy - children.
R. L. Johns of the University of Florida advocated 20° years
ago thth ‘children ¢hould pay no. more than .the. cost of . food ‘with
operating costs being paid frem-public funds. .

The Nation is interested in child nutrition. The time is now for
eliminating the roadblocks and developlng a viable ma,ster plan for
the decade.

Educational speclﬁcatlons must be written, necessaxy hws must be
passed, cost projects made and funds appropriated. Although .the
major part of my remarks dealt with immediate problems confront-
ing the State: directors, there is. the urgent . need for comprehenswe
planmng and action.

"Thank you:for: permlttmg me: to testlfy today I w1sh to ez.press
1pprec1at10n to you and to the:members. iof this- comrmttee ragain. for
your influernce in the progress that” has been ma,de in, the ez.pansmn of
the child nutrition program. T R R

Thank you very much. : P

. Senator Mc¢GovERN: “Thank. you for your statement M1ss I\{Iartm
We appreclate your-presenting it; to thls commlttee

I was curious as you were reading your statement as to whether
the Departmeéit of:Agriculture has mdicated, to.the- States that you
-are authorized: to' spend: at the fundlncr level in. the Senate pfmssed
appropna,tlons biils. S

_“Has there beéen any commanca,tlons to that eﬁ'ect?

Miss MarTin. No, sir. ‘

Senator McGovERN. If the State programs are not. scaled to meet

the full need; is-tkis dueito. a hesitancy on ithe; part, of: State. officials -

fo-employ a burlget that commits-them to. g usage:of: funds:that. thev
feel are not- cle/u ly forthcoming?;Is- that: the nub.of the: problem#:

Miss MarTri(. This is part of the problem. Some States, are- 11m1ted
by State authoxity to:living: within; the-amount..of money ; ithe letters
of credit. Somé- f us are-being:very boldiand,:believing that we-are
going to get-the money, we-have promulgated the rates of reimburse-
ment in accordance with the new regul, S,

“Senator’ McGovern. There came.to my dttention. the other day the
kmd of application form that is used in-some .of the school districts
for students that are applying for free or reduced price lunches. I am
not going.to read the whole form, but here are a few of the questions
that are directed to the parents for determining the child’s eligibility.

First, does the family-own a car, if so, what “malke. and model'? ‘

Se(-ondly what is your monthly house rent? -

Third, have you paid for;your'school books and other: school fees 4

Also, a request is-included- for .reliable. references, who ‘could be
contacted concerning. the -family’s financial- siatus, their character,
work and so forth, and then the parent was asked to complete a: para-

graph that opens "this: way, our; reasons for makmg applicationi: for
ree lunches are, and then the parent is asked to submit a stafement

01
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in some detail as to the reasons'why they are requesting free or
reduced’ price lunches. o R L _

As a person who has beeri one of the more successful administrators
in these’ school luné¢h programs, what is your reaction to.application
form of'that kind ¢ : s S e R

Miss Marrin. My reaction is that the questions are completely
irrelevant. I also believe that some of the irrelevancy: will be—well,
that the irrelevant questions will be eliminated on the application:
which will be.a part of the new policy statement.to be completed by
local school systems. R ‘ : o S

The new USDA regulations are explicit in the information to.be
included on the application. The Department of -Agriculture has
also provided a prototype kit to States with a samiple application.

The TUSDA prototype kit came in one day last week, but in Georgia,
for example, we have developed a kit with this much information to
local school systems about writing their new policy statement and
preparing attachments to go with the policy statement. - ’

“"We have included in-this kit a:sample application;.and in this series
of meetings we are advising schoc?! administrators that the irrelevant
questions cannot-stay -on the application here.: .. : ..~ .. . :

' 'So it'seems to me:that positive direction:and leadership from the
State ‘departments of education to'local school districts; it: seems to
me also that assurance tolocal school administrators that funds will
be available to meet the needs of all eligible children will help to
eliminate'some of these questions. . .. - oo o e o S

In all‘fairness, and I am very much opposed to the irrelevant ques-
tions; but we must face the fact that the school food service programs
have never.been adequately funded, and that the. local school ‘admin-
istrator has had to make a very difficult decision of deciding which
of the children are applying for the Innches were the ‘neediest :. and
in my judgment the‘majority of the principals or the majority of: the
applications asking that type of question were ‘written with sincerity,
but unfortunately,’ they ‘were the wrong kinds of questions - to- be
included- oo, R . R . el - Ce

‘But T do believe, or at least for the school administrators in
Georgia—and:: we have had: some unfortunate - applications, also,
which I-hope we won’t have a repeat of—that the school administra-
tors were . trying very diligently to identify the children who were
the neediest and to make the bzst use of resources. - e

Nowif we have the funds available and can assure the local school
administrators that the funds will be available, and that it is raally
not up to them to pass judgment on the information that is contained
on the application, that they will accept this information and provide
lunches for the children.

The policy statement -will also provide for a hearing procedure in
the event that the families are not satisfied with the decision. It will
provide for a challenge procedure in the event that the school admin-
istrators suspect fraud on the part of the applicant. ‘

But in the meantime, while the application is being appealed or
challenged, the child will be receiving lunches.

Senator McGovern. Thank you very inuch, Miss Martin.

" Senator Javits, do-you have questions? - »

Senator Ja 71rs. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

;92
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-~ Miss Martin, I don’t: know whether.you were here when Mr.
Leonard testified about the way in which local practices are being
used. ‘to keep: down' the number: of - children -who: are entitled to
lunches.. He used the phrase, “to. keep. down, the nimber of. ¢hildren

receiving special assistance boggles the mind,” referring to a local

practice used by school .officials. - .:: G
Have youhad any such experiences?. .: ... .i...0 _ ... .
‘Miss Marrn. To my knowledge, iwe have not had any. such experi-
ences in the State. We have had.some experiences reported, but upon
investigation we have been told that these were not being—were not
actually—that the school was not actually: guilty of the accusations.
~ Senator Javits, again, it seems to.ine that the local school adminis-
trators have been burdened with—well;; T don’t know that I really
want to say “burdened’~-local school administrators have had the
responsibility of providing lunches to children, but they have not
had sufficient funds. . : . e i e
There has been fragmentation of effort, and I don’t think there has
been a real national commitment on the part:of all.education. officials
that school lunch'is.an integral part of the total educational program.
Unfortunately, I fear-that because of this lack of national commit-
ment that school:hinch is:a part of .the:total -program,,some local
administrators-have, unfortunately, perceived this;as a burden. -
HiBut I would quickly add:that this:comes: from. the other States,
that:our .State board of -education: in; the early 1950°s established
school food service as a priority in-school building: programs, and
cousequently facilities were provided in all schools in Georgia. ,
w:Senator Javirs. Based upon: what you have. just.said, regarding
lunches :being an-integral ‘part - of the:education. process,-could you
give us.any view on school breakfasts?. . - ..o 0 . . . e
I have offered :a:bill on:school breakfasts——S. 4104—and. I would
appreciate very much. your views how that would fit in....- .- . . ..
-~ Miss: MARTIN. . Breakfast. is one of the most. important, if not.the
most:important mealiof the day; and many children: come.to-school
without breakfast, because there is no food at home or no, one to
piepare the.food:: «..lv w7 L o o o Lo
- In the 100 breakfast programs thnt we have operating in.Georgia
we have testimony after testimony from principals-and teachers that
breakfast makes = decided:difference in.the performance:of children
in the classroom, that;:as a matter of fact; some teachers have said
that after children have had breakfast at'school and they have had
the privilege of teaching children’ with breakfast, that they would, if
they had to clicose—and this is very difficult for one who really
believes in school lunches, you know to repeat, even—if they had to
choose between breakfast and lunch that possibly they would have %o
take breakfast, because they can see such a differencs. '
'Of course, in my judgment, it should not. be one ¢r the other, but
if a child needs breakfast, then breakfast should be provided and all
children who are in schoo! during the lunch hour should have lunch
at school. o ~ ’ ‘
Senator JaviTs. To what extent is breakfast made available now in
the schools that you supervise? . ‘
Miss Marrin. We have approximately 100 schools in Georgia with
breakfast programs. ¢ R
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Senator Javirs. Out of how many? . .

' Miss MarTIin. Out of 1,850 schools. We have met remstance in the
1n1t1atlon of school breakfast programs.: '

* Senator JaviTs. On the Whole, would' you favor a Federal program
for breakfasts? .- -

Miss MARTIN. Yes, sir. I thmk that one of the problems for the
breakfast program—one of the reasons for resistance is'that we are
limited to paying 15 cents per breakfast, and most. of the children
who are having breakfast at school come from low-income .homes,
and do not have funds to pay for any part of the breakfast program.

Therefore, the school has to have some additional revenue “from
other sources in order t¢ finance a breakfast program. Or either the
school lunch program must absorb the operatmg costs of the break-
fast program.

In my Judgment if we had some Federal a,ss1stance Wlth labor
costs, and the school administrators were assured that this would not
create an additional financial burden on the school lunch program,
that we would have many more breakfast programs. :

Senator Javirs. I'thank you very much. The'bitl’ that I have 1ntro-
duced does make that ] provision, and: we, Wlll do our, best ‘with 1t Tam
very glad to have your.opinion. .. ...

i join you, our chalrman, -and ‘other members Who have expressed
very strong féélings on’this matter before I came, biit limiting our:
selves to protest and dismay over the tie-up of funds in. congressional
imbroglio does not do the children and the school district-anygood.

I have a report hére from Buffalo, N.Y:; saying that as of :Novem-
ber 20 they are going, to.run out of money, and don’t know where to
turn ‘They are now-serving. 21 OOO free lunches every day. |~

“ Therefore it is very; very serious: I.would also like to re1terate how
appalling it is to’ believe that*after the great interest:given by the
\Tatlou to thé problem ‘of hunger ‘and’ malautrition, that apparently
now—unless 2 major.. eﬁ'ort ‘is made to the contrary——a,pa,thy ‘has
obliterated-the problem. = .. :

, Senator McGovern took up, th1s battle, and T th1nk 1t is one of the
most noble fights'that has ever been ‘waged in this: country. ,

Yet, now. we face a condition -of apathy. I join you in the feelmg
that’ teachmg ‘education and personal hyglene are ]ust as - (,rltlcal to
the child ‘as learning the three R’s.. = -

- I can_ only assure you, 'Miss Maltm, that you are one of those
unsung heroes with which, thank the Lord, our country is abundantly
blessed, and we will do our kest to earn your esteem for what we
accomphsh in the school lunch and breakfast programs, as well as
in the whole area of hunger and malnutrition. While the country may
temporarily forget this problem, I am :sure we will find another way,
another opemng,, at another t1me in which to awaken them anew
and obtain resuits.

. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(The document referred to follows:) -

AvaeusT 5, 1970.
How. Crirrorp M. HaRDIN, .-
Secretary, U.S. Department of Agriculiure, Washington, D.O.

Dear Mr. SecreTary: Thanlkk you for sending :me copies of the provosed
School Lunch Regulations. )

¢ e e e e e T




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2206

As the ranking Republican member of:the Select Committee on Nutrition and

Huiman Needs, I -commend the Department for:taking the unprecedented action
of distributing the proposed regulations for comm:-nt on such a w1despread
basis in such a relatively short penod of time. '
"I have a few comments and suggestions whichi I trust will have your con51d-
eration, I believe that they would significantly improve the implementation. of
P.L. 91-248 -as intended by Congressas. well:as hasten the fulfillment of the
President’s objective of prodeng every needy child with a free or reduce’ price
lunch by the end of this year. My comments and suggestions ‘are ‘offered - *i the
intent 'of ‘eliminating any doubts or ambiguities Which might drise in t. Izzer-
pretation of ‘the regulations .at the-local level which might weaken or s:roagzte
their effect. In all instances, interpretation at tlhie local level should re@utz in
greater access to the program by needy children.

Although the proposed regulations (§245.1) state the Cengressional intent
that the Semetary prescribe income poverty cuidelines ‘he exact gulu Five fig-
ure t6 be used is not statéd in the regulations. T helieve thac the clar® “he
regulations would be 1mproved if the exact figure esiablished  ($37. wozeoa
family of 2) were included in the regulations or, if n=. then X hope :hs- ‘e
poverty guideline will be made available and ploV1ded 70 everyoue receiving Or

requesting tlie regulations. This would allow eveiyvone interested in tLe . hool
Lurnich Program to have the specific income guidelines readily .available
Furthermore, I hope that: the standards which the Secretary: will ¢ .ribe

will embrace all needy cluldxen in states such as NeW York where the coss of
hvmg genérally is higher than. in ‘other’ states. It - 1m1301tant that ‘the “P"ula-
tions be flexible enough ‘to~allow families whose income is above. the set guide-
line in high cost ¢f living states but yet is low: enough:in those states to quahfy
them for: state.and Federal.welfare programs, to have their children receive
free or. reduced price lunches. I. trust, also, that there’ Wlll be no ambiguity such
as to-allow schuol authorities to exclude needy clnldren who dre ellglble undel
the prescribed guideline.’

Regarding eligibility :standards, - (: § 245.8), :I.trust that thls provlslon Wlll be
used only to assure.that.all needy children receive free or reduced price lunches
and will not.be interpreted by local school, authorities:—either because of bias
or parochlahsm—to create conditions of e11g1b111ty that will ‘exclude needy- ¢hil-
dren whose families’ income is:within-the Federal poverty thréshold ‘as set by
the Secretary. I believe that the regulations -should not leave room for doubt in
this critically important area and .that'they should: be interpreted , as. being
enabling and not exclusionary. This can best be achleved by the aﬂid‘lwt be1n°'
the basis of a détermination of eligibility. -

Also; The New York State Department of Bducation; having -reviewed: tIue
proposed regulations, has submxtted oomments The followmg suggestions. are
based.upon these comments: .

1. That the app01t1onmem, formula (§ 210 4d) not be mterpleted s¢ AS to
prejudice negatively thoss states Whmh have high costs ‘of living ‘and whlch have
exhibited good -past performance iniproviding free and reduced price lunches.
For eximple, under: the old:formula, New York State réceived -last year 14% of

the national allocation o fundmg for special ‘assistance and under.the proposed
regulations formula cou'd receive only as little as 5%. In view of New York's
past’ performance (prov1d11ng over 68 million free lunches per year in New York
City alone), I would hope'that sorie provisions can be made sc that if there are
unused funds from other states that stich funds would be given to states such as
New York, which have exhibited fine performance in the past, so that their
allocation of funds for Special assistance would not be so severely restricted;
and

2. That reports referred to in (§ 210.14g) allow for the unique time consid-
erations. of large districts such as New York City wlhere monthly reporting
would create major problems to school authorities; and that provisions should
be made for such states and districts to have a reasonable time period based
upon the particular circumstances such as the size of the school lunch operation.

The foregoing suggestions will be further explained when. The New York
State - Department of Education submits its own comments on the proposed
regvlations directly to your Departraent within the next few days. I would
appreciate your giving. New York State’s comments every cons1de1atlon and
will await your response to my suggestions.

wincerely, . N
.]’ACOB K. JavITs.




Rt prv s,

ERIC

Aruntext provided by Eic

i
i

. Angust 7.and copies were mailed

2207

"DEPARTMENT ‘OF AGRICULTURE,
OrrFicE oF THE SECREfARY,

o L  Washington; D.C., August 20, 1970.
Hown. Jacor K. 'Javirs, R - o T '
U.8. Senate, ' ' ' : o -

Washington, D.C. -~ =~ . : ) oL ]

. DEAR SENATOR JaAviTs: Thank-you for your letter of August.5 and rour com-
ment$s on our proposed.school lunch regulations. . - Lo : S

¢ We also_appreciate your commeéndation on our issuance of the regulations as
proposed. With schools opening in early Septémber, we made the decision with
full knowledge that it would leave State educational agencies and local school
officials .only a brief time to. be informed of the details of the new regulations
and to take the necessaiy. State and local actions to place them into effect. Yet,
we félt that course of action to be'in the public interest. The broad representa-
tive response wé have recelved and the depth, varicty ansi “houghtfulness of the
comments, have been most gratifying. I -

.. Any Tegulations, of course, can best be evaludted under operating experience.
We believe it is essential that schools know theé details of the regulations prior
to the opening of school so they may plan to meet their increased obligations as
-apidly as possible. We intend to make a2 continuing evaluation of operations
during. the first year of the new regulations and. we :will be urging othersto
undertake their .own évaluation’ and ‘report their findings for our benefit.
..As you know, the Secretary. has inade, his determination with" respect to the
income poverty guidélines.. They. were, published ‘in the Federal. Register . on
17, .a d.to all the concerned. individuals and, agencies
to whom thie proposed regulations were sent. Use of the guidelines is not manda-
tory uantil, January 1, 1971, but many States.have indicatéd they would prefer to
use them ' (or a more liberal standard) from the beginning of the school year.

. Your comments and those. of the New York State Department of Edueation
on the proposed regulations are being given thorough consideration along with
all the other comments and suggestions received. Thank you for taking the time

to make your observation and comments. .

.. Sincerely, L S Lo . e

JURTR ST el T . Ricmarp LynNa,
’ : _Asgsistant Secretary.

“[From the Congresslonal Recdré}, Juiy 21, 1970] ‘

0 .8.#104Tmx Scmoor, BrusxrasT Aot or 1970 |

MR, JAViTs, Mr. President, for myself and Senators McGOVERN, BROOKE,

GOODFLL, HarT, HorLLiNGgs, KENNESY, PELL, ScoOTT, and SCHEWEIKER, I introduce

a bill entitled'“The 'School Breakfast Act of 1970.” . -~ - ; o

This bill would expand theé school breakfast program by:

First, establishing thé 'same national eligibility standards for free and reduced
price breakfast as ‘the (Jongress recently ‘énacted for the school lunch program in
H.R. 515—all children a't poverty level would receive free or reduced-cost hrealk-
fasts. In addition, the 'bill also Would require that free or reduced-price break-
fast be served to children from families eligible for financial assistance under

Federal or State welfare programs; N .
Second, making the program permanent—it is due to expire at the end of
fiscal year 1971 unless the authority is extended; :
Third, directing all schools having a school lunch program to participate in
the breakfast program after July 1, 1972, unless the Secretary determines that
such participation is not possible or is not necessary to meet the nutritional
needs of children in the school ; . ) T
" Fourth, increasing the authorization in fiscal 1971 from thé current $25 million
to '$100 million, and to $200 million in fiscal year 1972, and such as amounts as
necessary for each succeeding fiscal year, Such an increase would provide a
funding authorization to feed approximately 2.2 million children by fiscal year
1971 and 4 million by the end of fisc¢al year 1972—ait present only approximately
450.000 children are receiving breakfasts and there are at least 6 million needy
children in the United States; ] .
" Fifth, empowering the Government to pay the. full cost of breakfast programs
in the neediest schools; . ‘ .
Sixth, directing the Secretary of Agriculture, after consultation with the
Secretary of ¥lealth, Hduecation, and ‘Welfare, to utilize fortified and enriched

42-778—71——pt. S 7 :
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foods in the breakfast prc ram where necessary to meet kn. wwn nutritional defi-

ciencies of children.
: Seventh, requiring sch: ‘s to report to State education zgencies each month
i the avelage number of re:.ients of free and reduced-cost breakfasts . during the
. immediately preceding month as well as provide twice a y=ar estimates of the
i number of children ehgtlcole for free or reduced-cost iwregikfasts; and require
i State education agencies —o report to the Secretary of &gnculture each month
; the average number of children who- received free and: feduced-cost breakfasts
during the immediately 1 '2ceding month in the State as well as require a state-
wide estimate twice a yea~ of the number of cbildren eligibiz for free or reduced-
cost breakfasts—same re) . rting ‘as 'in recently enacted s:ik:pol lunch bill, H.R.
515.

Eighth, directing the !iecretary of Agriculture, in consuitation with the Sec-
retary of Health, Educa= 1, and Welfare and Director of F1e Office of Economic
Opportunity, to conduct dtrition education programs utiiming masgs media and
audiovisual systems. -

The President recen:’; signed into law Public Law 91-248 which greatly ex-
pands the schecol lunca program. and requires that all needy children shall
receive free or reduced-price lunches. This law will go ‘a long way toward ful-
filling the President’s commitment to feed 6.6 mllhon needy ch11d1°en free or
reduced-price. meals by the end of this year.

' HOWever, I'believe that we must not stop with expanslon of the Iunch: program
alone ;" we must continue with slgmﬁcanf expansion of our school breakfast pro- i
gram, as well. A lunch alone- is not sufficient for, the’ poor ‘child’ Who in many
instances has no breakfast at home ‘and ‘must’ Zo from ‘dinner in the' evening

until lunch at school before he has a nou1~1shmg meal Thls 18-hour tlmespan is
unsatlsfactory. even for an adult;

“"We must not tell’ the’ hungry child he, must’ wait until Iurch. ‘He \_annot learn,
cannot beé respons1ve, and ‘'is often apathetxc when he is hungry.’ Also, lLie nay
often be- d1srupt1ve in’ the classroom and classlﬁed as a “problem ch11d” When the
only problem is an empty stomach.

“Therefore, I believe it is essential that both breakfast and lunch be provxded‘
to needy children. Preliminary ﬁndings of 'studies currently being conducted at
the Tulane University Medical School in New Orleans suggest that feedi.ng both
breakfast and lunch to children provides benefits and yields responsiveness in
the classroom'to a significantly higher degree than does either meal alone.

It is my belief that just providing one meal to the needy child serves only as a
“holding action” and only sustains him without any:significant gains and im-
Provements. ‘We cannot hope to correct any problems of nutritional deficiencies
in children as pointed out so vividly in' the National Nutrition Survey by pro-
viding only . a lunch—that is, only five meals a. week: instead of a possible and
necessary 10. .We must do a11 that we can. to see that needy chlldren get what is
necessary to ‘better their nutritional, s atus and. thereby improve their ‘capability
as stuadents and future citizens. We are only, de1ud1ng ourselves if we continu-
ously provide funds for. n—aucatlon when malnututlon remains a constant impedi- !
ment to the successful use of those funds. for 1mprov1ng, the education of poor i
children. We must concurrently provide- funds and programs to éliminate the
crlpphng and devastating ‘problem of hunrrer and malnutrition. This kill will go
a long way toward meetlng that obJect1ve S0 ‘that our most precious.resource—
our childreén-—will be guaranteed at least a firm nutritional foundation on which
to make of themselves whatever their ambition, character, and vision will allow.
H ° Mr. President, I feel that expansion of the school breakfast program is the !
; next. essential step in the fight against hunger in America which has seen so ;
E many advances during the past year.

I see the distinguished Senator from South Dalkota (Mr. McGovERN) in the H
: ; Chamber. As chairman of the Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, .
on which I serve as the ranking minority member, he is to be commended for his
many outstanding efforts to’ e11m1nate hunger from our Nation and I am pleased
that he is a cosponsor of this bill. i
.. Mr. President, I ask unanimous consent to have the bill printed in the RECORD 1
and I hope very much that it will have early sympathetic consideration by the

Senate.

"The PRESIDING DFFICER (Mr. FANNIN). The bill will be received and appro-
priately referred ; and, without objection, the bill will be printed in the RECORD.

The bill (S. 4104) to amend the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 to strengthen and
improve the school breakfast program for children carried out under such ‘act,
and for other purposes, introduced by Mr, Javirs (for himself and other Sena-
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tors), was received, read -twice by its title, referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture and Forestry, and ordered to be pr1nted in the RECORD, as follows-
Ly s _ St . S ‘4104 v

“Be it_cnacted by the ,S'enatc and House of Representa @ues' of the United

- States of America in Uongress assembled 'I.‘hat this" Act may be cited as the

“School BreaLfast Act ¢£ 19707 - - . oL R ]
e : - “SCB:oor. BREAKFAST 'P;s()GRAM AMENDMENTS )
Lo SEC 2. &ectlon 4 of the Ch1ld Nutritlron Act of: 1966 is amended to read as

follows : -
“SCHOOL BREAKFAST PROGRAM AUTHORIZATIONS .

“‘Sgc. 4. (a) There zre hereby authorized ito be appropriated for the fiscs:l
year 'ending June 30, 1971, $100,000,000; for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972,
$200,000,000 ; and such sums as may be necessary .in each succeeding ﬂscal Year
to enab1e school’s to 1n1t1ate, malntaln, or- expand nonproﬁt breakfast programs
for school ch idrerm. ’

“* ‘APPOBTIONMENT TO STATES :

* ‘(b) ’.[‘he Secletary shall apportlon the funds appropmated pursuant to th1s
section for any fiscal ‘year. in accordance Wlth the &pportlonment formula con-
tained in sect1on -11. of the Natlonal School Lu.nch Act as amended

e ’ s o ;“ ‘s'rA'rE DISBURSLMENT TO' SGHOOLS :
e (c) Funds apportloned and pald to. anyl State for the. purpose of this sectlon
shall be disbursed . by the: State educational .agency, to schools ‘selected by it to
assist such schools in financing all or part of the operating costs of the’ school
breakfast program in such- schools,. . including the cost of obtaining, preparing,
and serv1ng food. The amounts of funds that each school shall from time to time
receive shall be based on the need of the: school for assistaricé in- meeting the
requirements of subsectlon (d) concerning’the’ serv1ce» of breakfdsts ‘to children
una.)le to’ pay._. the full cost' 'of such breakfasts. In-” selectlng schools for particl-

to ‘those’ schools Wwith hlgh numbers of" chlldren from’ low-lncome families and: to
those schools to which a substantlal proportlon of thp Chlldl‘ell enrolled ‘must

travel long distances dally R R T R U
P e ‘NUTBITION.AI. AND o'rrmn. PEOGB.AM BEQUIB.EMENTS

e ‘(d) Breakfasts served by schools part1c1patmg in - the': school breakfast
program ‘under’this section shall ¢onsist of a: comblnatlon of foods and shall meet
m1n1mum nutntional requlrements prescribed by . the Secretary, after consulta-

and fortified foods as the’ Secl etary determines, after consultation with’ the Sec-
retary of Health, Bduéation, ‘and Welfare, approprlate to: - meet known :nutri-
tional " deﬂclencies ‘of the* chlldlen ieceiving ‘such breakfasts,; without regard: to
whether such foods are in.surplus supply. . Such breakfasts shall be served with-
out cost or at a reduced cost only to children who are determined by local scheol

" ‘authorities to be unable to pay. ..e full costs of the breakfast. Such determina-

.tion sdall be made by local . school atuithorities ‘in  accordance with ‘a: publicly
announced policy and plan applied equitably on the basis of criteria which, as a
minimum, shall include the level of family income, 1ncludlng welfare grants,
the number in the family unit, and the mumber of children in the family un1t
attending school or service 1nst11:ut10ns but by January 1, 1971, any child who
is'a member of a household:' which e1ther (1) has an annual income not above
the apphcable family size income level set forth in the income poverty guide-
lines, or (2) is eligible for financial assistance nnder a ¥ederal or State public
Welfare assistance program shall be served meals free or at a reduced cost. The
income poverty guidelines to be used for any fiscal year shall be those prescribed
by the Secretary as of July 1 of such year. In providing raeal: free or at reduced
cost to needy children, first priority shall be given to providing free meals to
the neediest children. Determination with respect to the annual income of any
household shall be made solely on the basis of an affidavit executed in such
form as the Secretaly may prescribe by an adult member of such household.
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"NONPROFIT PRIVATE SCHOOLS

o ‘(e) The thhhorcLIlﬂ' of funds for and d1sbursement to nonprofit private
schools will be «fected in accordance with section 10 of the National School
Lunch Act as amx ided. 2xclusive of the matching provisions thereof.

'BREAKPAST PROGRAM PABTICIP.ATION

372, any school participating in the school lunch protrram
under the Nationul ool Lunch Act shall be required to participate in the
school breakfast - zwam provided for under this Act unless the Secretary
determines that the participation of such school in the school breakfast program
is not possible or is nc: necessary in order to meet the nutritional needs of the

children attending such school.

“i(f) After July -

* ‘REPORTS

“‘(g) (1) XEach school partxcxpatlng in the school breakfast program under
this Act shall report each month to its State educational agenry the average
number of children in t° school who received free breakfasts and the average
number of children who received reduced price breakfasts during the immedi-
ately preceding month. Each participating school -shall provide an estimate, as
of October 1 and March 1 of each year, of the nnmbel of cluldren Who are eligi-
ble for a free or Teduced price breahfast o

“<(2) The State educational ' agercy of‘eaeh’ State sllall report to the Secre-
tary each month the average number of children i the State who received free
breakfasts and the average. number of children in the State who received re-
dunced price breakfasts during the unmedlatelv precedmg month. Iacli State

.educatlonal agency shall provide an- estlmate asof ‘October 1 and March: 1 of

each year, of the number of chlldren’ who are’ ehglble f01 a free Ox reduced pr1ce

breakfast.
- “NUTRITION DDUCATION I’ROGRAMS

“SEC. 3 ’.I‘he Secretarv of Agrlculture, in consultation w1th the Secretary of
Health, Education, and Welfare and. the Director of -the Oﬁice of Economic
Opportunlty, shall conduct programs ‘of hutrition education by mass ‘media .and
audio visual systems There is hereby. authorized to be appropriated for the
conduct, of ‘such program. $2, 500,000 for the year ending. June 30, 197.1 and such
amounts as may be necessary for :each succeed1ng fiscal year.” | )

Senator McGovery. Senator Percy. ' ‘

Senator Prrcy. Miss Martin, could. you descrlbe the operatlon of a
free breakfast program of a school that has one in your State?

Miss: MARTIN. Yes, sir. The school breakfast programs in Georgia
are operated. in schools: that ‘have- school lunch programs, and the
school breakfast’ program is- operated as an extension of the school
lunch program. =

'The same personnel operfmtc ‘the breakfast programs.. £‘hey gene-
rally come in 1 hour ¢arlier, or:part of the personnel comes into the
school about an hour. earlier than they would normally come in to
prepare ‘the school lunch..

The menu for the school breakfast program ranges a]l the way
from a quick-type breakfast with cereal, mllk, fruit juice, to the
strictly - Southern breakfast, you know, with fruit and biscuits and
eges and bacon and milk.

So we have the full gamut. Most. of the schools have menus that
are a combination- : o

Senator Prrcy. No crrlts?

Miss MarTin. Oh, yes. I am sorry. We always have grits. That is
sort of an unspoken 1item on the school menu. I am really kidding,
but many of the schocls o scive grits. They have a. full breakfast,
and . have visited some’ schools, and would love to have each one of
you go to a ‘school breakfast programn with ‘me, because there ‘is
nothing more exciting than going into a school and ‘seeing the
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sleepy eyed = -hildren coming:in. without. breakfast, observing
them have th:- - d and literally some of them licking the1r pla,ter
to get the lasr 1t egg ol grits or cereal or.what have you, and

wake -as .if they suddenly had. a.shot of a magic
' eyes open up and they are bright, they go 1nto
=1 of energy—alert, and ready for learmnO'

seelng them cuvey
food, because -
theu- ‘classroc:. .

" Senator Pr::- o you see a notlceable difference in their leceptlv—
ity for learni .,
Miss MarTtz:- ' course; I have not actually had the experlence

of going into iz classroom and teaching the children who had had
breakfast but ~ have talked with many prineipals and teachers, and
they tell me that there 1s < notlceable increase in receptivity to. learn—
ing; yes, sir.

Senator Percy. It is ]ust an accident of blrth thac a child happens
to be 'in a schoo! Iistrict that has this type pro ;am, isn’t it; a sort
of a happenstanc. ?

Miss MARTIN. L =8, SIiT. g

Sendtor Percy. Do you feel looklncr at our natlonal pr10r1t1e<‘ a,nd

‘where we’put our resources; ‘that in. your judgment and your: own

personal experience this would be one of the:highest priority pro-
grams;, to have adequate school- lunch and. breakfasf* programs where
1t is needed ? ‘ :

Miss MARTIN. Y.as, sir. . .

T believe that c==id nutrition should be one. of the hlghest pI‘lOI‘lt‘V
items.

~Senator. Percy. Do you thlilk that you r-ould conv;m,ce a rock—rlbbed
conservative that this.is an ‘investment -in ‘the. future citizens of the
country, and tzat we cannot afford not to make the- 1nvestment———
. Miss Marrr=: T would surely try to. prove thlb to. a conservatlve
I would like = _.ave the. opportunlty

Senator PeErcy. Were you' heartened: When the Presldent made his

announcement wixat by: Thanksgiving we- would have a hot lunch pro-

gram for every needy child in America ? -

~Miss MarTrx. T was heartened and:exeited, because I felt thls Was
the most direct positive commitment that we have had from a Presi-
dent of the United’ States, setting a spec1ﬁc time to a,chlevv a. goa,l
and this is what we nced to do. .

We must. set some time to- aclueve go'mls and WOrk toward those
If we say every child could have school lunch, and everybody buys
this and believes this, but to say every child. should have a’school
lunch, every needy child should have a school lunch by Thanksgiving
day, tllns is something very positive and gives us something to work
towarc

Senator Tuk thought it was an act of statesmanship by our
chairman to be sc audmtory of the President wlen he made this
announcement, =—« { think it proves the bipartisan nature of our
approach to this ncnpartisan subject.

The President requested a doubling of the school lunch funds, a
request of 211 million dollars, and that $211 million request is lan-
guishing in th(— cer rence committee. The committee has proi..sed
that action wei e 1o, thcoming, but that does not help the childiren
that have star"er‘ grozrams at the beginning of this school year, and
it will = !Len ka!:. them until such time as it is approved, sig 1ed
into lav. .nd tiien ir. 1emented which takes many months. I apolo-
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gize to you for the fact that the progress, although the President has
said that we are going to have a - program and- although he has asked
for the money and put it in the official budget;, that somehow the
Congress can’t move fast encugh to respond to the needs of our
children. : o A L s -

The present Administration is committed to the task.of ending
hunger and malnutrition in America. The Administration feeis that
the fact that hunger and malnutrition should exist in a land such as
ours is embarrassing and intolerable. But the accomplishments of the
Administration must be measured in terms of just more than rhetoric.
On May 14, 1970 the President approved Public Law 91-248 which
had the full support and backing of the Administration. This is
undoubtedly the most enlightened piece of legislation on child feed-
ing since the passage of the National School Tunch Act in 1946. For
the first ‘time 1t adds real teeth to the requirement that needy children
be fed free or at reduced price. The qbudget request . for: all child
feeding programs has increased dramatically during the current Ad-
ministration. Du'r‘ivhg'th'ei"-1969:‘fﬁs_c‘a,l~yéa;r ithe total amount of funds
available. forall’:child' feeding programs was- $622,458,000.- During
1970 this-figure was increased: to $718,606,000. ' And’ for; the :current
fiscal yeai*the  Administration!is' supporting a -budget: request: of
$936,214,000. HESETERREEF R

The best way to determine accomplishments-would be in:the num-
ber:ofichildren 'that:'we' are reaching i under the Navional::Schiool
Lunch Program. During 1969 we reached 20.1 million children.:In
1970 this -was inereased to-20:9 million! children...:And for the.current
fiscal year:we ure éstimating that: 25 million:‘childrén iwill be served
under the program. What is more important, the total lunches served
free:or ‘at'reduced cost during 1969 -amounted:-to 15.1: percent-of . all

~ children participating in the program.:‘During:the 1970’ fiscal year
- free and reducedprice lunches:increased: tor 20.5 Percent, ‘and  during

the'current fiscal gear we'expect to'serve:over 25 percént of 41l lunches
free or at reduce pri.ce: .‘_ R PSS AT TRCE S DS SR s ST
“. By Thankggiving the: Administration hopes to be'serving 'all needy
children iri'schools which have a lunch program. The Administration
has asked for a substantial iticrease——$10,261,000 in 1969 ; $15 million
in 1970; and $16,116,000 in 1971—for equipment funds to help those
schools and' service institutions-which cannot take advantage of the
various programs ‘simply because they are too poor to finance the
cost of the necessary equipment. - L

I just wonder what in heaven’s name is more important than that
priority, and T take it from your testimony you agre. fully that this
should be a matter of highest priority. I hope it will be on the con-
science of every member of Congress that has delayed this program

when they go home for a recess tomorrow. :
(The transcript of the White House press conference follows:)

THE WHITE HoUsk, PRESS CONFERENCE OF RON ZIEGLER, PRESS SECRETARY: TO THE
PRESIDENT ;  DR. JEAN MAYER, SPECIAL CONSULTANT TO THE PRESIDENT; ED-
WARDP J. HEKMAN, ASMINISTRATOR, ¥0o0D AND NUTRITION SERVICE AND JOHN

PRICE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY TO THE URBAN AFFAIRS COUNOCIL

' Mr, ‘_Z:‘[EGI.:.EB. Ladies and gentlenién, as you knox;v, President Nixon appointéd
Dr. Jean Mayer, Special Consultan? to' L +4d up the White House Conference on
, Nutrition and Health on June 11.-'" -~ ST oo
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The White House Conference ‘was held here in Washington on December 2,
8 and 4, and Dr. Mayer met with the President this mornmg to present him
with the report of the White House Conference. -

As the President has said, he is very interested in following up on the Whlte
House Conference, both in the short term- and long term, by action.

Dr. Jean Mayer- is here this morning-to discuss some of these actions with
you. Also present is Mr. Eid Hekman, Administrator, Food and Nutrition Service,
of the Department of Agrlculture. He has been w01k1ng very closely with
Dr. Mayer.:

The President made clear thlS morning that he wanted Mr. Prlce of the
Urban Affairs Council to continue to stay in close touch with Dr. Mayer as a
part of the follow-up to the White House Conference on 1‘ood Nutrltlon and
Hesalth. .

' Dr. Mayer? ' '

" Dr. MaYer. T thlnk those of you in the Conference also met my deputy, Jlm
Grant, who did all the work, who is hiding by the door.

The purpose of this morning’s’ ‘meeting, is first of all, to report ‘to ‘you that I
gave the President: the report: in three large volumes' of the White House Con-
ference. You have my letter of transmittal: It describes the ‘White House Con-
ference, its composition, its’ work, its recommendatlons. I would hke to call your
‘attention partlcularly to the last two paragraphs:; - :

-~ Dhe first: of the'last two'is; I think, an’ ‘expression of what a great many, ‘as
far‘as I'¢an see, most part1c1pants of ‘thé White House'Conferéence ‘feel as having
_been really' ‘one ‘of" the«mllestones 'of ‘the mieeting; the fact that so many “people
wlio! Were €0 dlfferent in' S0 many ‘ways ‘got’ together axd had: compasslonate dis-
‘cussions; did agree on:a rumber of: igsues and-did agree ‘on programs whlch o ht
to remove hunger and malnutrltlon from our country. ¢

- All%of 1lie people who went: to the Conferenee "I think; reported change, and I
-re«.elved ‘hundreds ‘of - letters since: the “Hunget Conference of people’ telling - me
'to what exteént ‘they: had béén changed iinitheir viewpoing by the: Conference. ™

The last: paragraph-isione which tellsUthie” Pres1dent ‘something -he kKnows;" by
which T-think we ‘will be'emphasnzmg, namely, that I*don’t think 'there has: been
ever a Whlte House Conference in history which was as'free, as non-partissan,
as unencumberfed‘ by’ admwmtratlve ifetters:as:the 'White' House Conference:. :

.1 Phe' Presxdent gave 'me a: ‘big responslblhty for: the ‘White: House! Conference.
‘There ‘was: no' attempt o 1n3ect any séhedule, ‘any partlcular rindividuals,' ‘any
_ strain in the -Conference! The Conference was-a ifree ‘gathering: of as: broad a
. ‘cross section of Ainericans ‘as I ‘think ‘has:éver: taken placeiin | ‘Washington::
1s meetlng, hich has to do W1th

We get now tn the~ more 1mportant part of

B u,he follow-up.’: SRR
o+ irst of all,: the 1mmed1ate follow-up of the Conference You W111 all remember
‘that® the ‘Conference expressed a‘‘great: sense-‘of urgency ‘about-the problem of
‘hunger-and malnutrition in ‘the United: States, and that;'as a matter of fact; six
‘members ‘0f the -Conference came to see the’ Presldent to ' be- the 1nterpreters of
tne Conference with the President on-that’ sense of urgency.

-1 am' very zlad to be able to say that so'much has happened since the Confer-
ence in addition to some of the important measures that had taken place before.
I have no hesitation'in’ saylng that this ‘Administration, this year, has done a
great deal more to solve ihe problem of hunger and malnutrition than any past
‘Administration, or any- group of Administrations in the past.

With the passage of the Administration’s bill on food stamps, I think the bulk
of the work that really needed to be done will have beenr done.

I may add that six members of the Conference who came to see the Presudent
have asked me to te i the President, and I have, that they were extraordinarily
pleased by the steps that had beer taken and considered them very, very
1mportant.

‘TLet's go together briefly over those steps which are in the second piece of
paper that you have been given.

The first two items are extraordinarily 1mportant and new as regards the
School Lunch Program. They, as you know, when this year of 1969 started, we
had the situation where in effect only one-third of the children of the natlon
who are under the poverty guideline were in fact served by school lunches.

One of the main reasons advanced for their not having any school luncies
was that they found themselves in' 0ld schools, particularly in the urban core,
in. wwhich there were no school lunches, no cafeterlas and thereforc no possibility
of serving them a decent lunch.
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' The fact that all of us travel in airplanes can be.served a perfectly.good lunch
at 600. miles an hour, five.miles up, was hy . technology, which'is obviously. fami-
liar to caterers, was something which coilld:not be brought to bear. to. solve the
Pproblem of school lunches for poor, children. . . .- L T P

You will see from items 1.and 2.that the measures which have been taken by
the Department of Agriculture. are going .to. bring free :and reduced priced
lunches to the 6.6 million needy children in.the nation’s schools, three times as
many as last year. R T T S v

And that, furthermore, this will be acecmplished by Thanksgiving of 1970
with the plans and the execution going full:speed as of now. . T

This-is being done in two ways: First, by a massive teclinical assistance to
schools “which need equipment, which has already increasing participation by a
very large number, and perhaps more inevitably, the fact that the Department
of Agriculture is now going to work fairly massively with caterers and people
whs can distribute school lunches, so.that school lunch programs will go on in
all areas where they hadn’t had them. . : o L

The necessary guarantee, both from the point of view of nuirition, and from
the point of view of administration, are built into the regulations, whieh will
require having the same sort of competent dietitians for school lunch managers
for those caterinrg lunches, as has been true in the past. . e

You have seen in last week’s release -that the. price.of food stamps has been
massively decreased while .at the.same. time, the amouut of. food stamps that a
family can get has been enormously increased from, $70 to $106, The Department
of Agriculture.is proceeding extremely fast in the development of this plan.. You -
understand - what it. means. It:means.that a-family can now- get :$106. worth of
food stamps for $22, and can get $26, roughly $26.50 worth of £ood stamps per .
week for $5. ) B i T T P SO Sy
. ‘The new schedule is arousing. great enthusiasni, .and I was talking yesterday
to Assistant Secretary Lyng who teils me that the people in the field are working
very hard so that:in several states.the program, will be implemented as.of the
first of January, and that -all indications are that the participation iz the Food
Stamp: Program: is going to be increased- considerably:from .16.percent-.so far.to
an enormous percentage. . . T T N o P B

Furthermore, OEO: has been .ingtructed to help .those . families svhich. cannot
meet, the small amount: of money which v:ill still be necessary: until such time
as the Administration’s Food Stamp: Act or bill is passed, so that we will make
sure that no one starves because they can’t buy the food stamps. . . . .. .

Another important new step:is. that the -Department of, Agriculture is now
using Section; 82 for local administration of .food programs. : . Lo

This means a very much easiet participation for ail the countries: which .did
not have food assistance programs. There are. 290 countries which at present do
not have food assistance programs.. All of them will have .2 food assistarice pro-
gram by the 30th of June, and. it is.expected . that. the.near totality.of them will
have ithe Food Stamp Program, becsuse the new Food Stamp Prograia is extraor-
dinarily desirable from the standpoint - of . counties: and counties -which were
reluctant to have it have signified that they are now interested. under. the new
condifions..- . . L e S - oo

There is an effort to increase the outreachto make sure.that everybody wnder-
stands the new program snd will take advantage of it. A massive effort is going
to be made to, in particular, penetrate the ‘Spanish-speaking population, both
our Mexican-American fellow ecitizens, and our Puerto Rican-American fellow
citizens, so that they will understand where, how and so on they can take advan-
tage of the newv program. -

An effort will be made thirough OREO to involve churches and other voluntary
organizations to help in the certifying and in the transportation of people and
commodities, if riced be.

The 3.000 investees present at the White House Conference. incidentally,
will be recruited. The Secretary of Agriculture is writing to .them asking them
to se¢ how things are in their county, in their area, and suggest improvements
on how to operate better programs. . . : o . R

Finally, our recommendations also acted on at the Department of Health,
Education and Welfare, swwhich is:completing, as you *novw, a number of surveys
that they had underway and at present. there is vexry active consideration of an
overall program for the surveillance of the. state of mutrition of the Ameriean
population by HEW. ’ - s :
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‘G, Dr. Mayer, I would like to ask you a question as to whether this statement
of numbered items is in any way respousive te the things that the White House
Conference asked for.’ co : : o P . .

To begin with, you:say the joint statoment of the Conference, in your. letter
to the President, was presented for a wote.to the Conference ss a whole, not for
the specific approval of all points, but for a general expression. i ) o

: Whose understanding is it that it was not for a specific approval of -all points?
. Dr. MAYER. It was a very general understanding. I made the point myself
k before the vote was taken. I pointed out in particular, to give one example,
that a very large part of the Conference, including the Health Task Force, was
very much opposed for the time being to free school lunches for children who
did not need to have them free, that everybody wanted free school lunches for
the needy immediately, which is, in effec, what we are getting, but the 7
billion or so that will be required for school lunches for children who could
afford to pay was not any immediate priority. = -

I pointed out there were a number of examples of that. So people were not
interested at the end of the afternoon in a point by point discussion and that
what people were interested in was the general order of priorities. :

Q. If T may ask you two specific points: Your first one, my understanding is
that this point number 1 is the School Luinch Program that was presented by the
Administration at the beginning of the year. According to the Perkins Committee
: and the Senate Select Committee, there were not anywhere near enough monies
i in this plan to feed all the poor children free meals. 'That is vwhy Congressman
! Perkins has got a bill for an additional $100 milion whiech .is weurrently blocked
4 in the Senate'and opposed by the Administration. - e,

- This doesn’t cover pre-schoolers either. & . T o S

Are you saying that the Administration’s original proposal, which you list
here as number 1, will provide free meails to ail poor school children? . E

Dr. MAaYER. I am saying exactly what the release is ‘saying, that the Depart-
ment of Agriculture has explored hcw much: the plan as. it is now is going to
c¢ost and they are going to do it.: & .- R R R

Q. So the Perkins bill is not-needed? : .-- .- ... ‘ : - I A

Dr. MAYER: I take it the Administration Food School Lunch bill, wwhich is a
bill proposed by Senator: Javits——there ‘are a number ‘of bills which nao doubt
will-make'the situation easier—-but for the time being, the Department of Agri-:
culture.can. do wliat:it is-saying it can do with the funds ‘that have been ear-
marked for it. - - - : T - oL T e : I T
Q.- How much of this:can you enumerate came. out of. the White. House: Con-
ference and how much was already in the pipeline? Lo
- Dr.. MAYER. Practically all:of:thé steps:that are-listed here are steps - which
have ‘been taken:in the ‘last -two weeks. I. think ¥ -am right, Mr. Hekman,
Mry. Olsen, in saying.the Department of Agriculture iias had.a. nmnber of high
level meetings since the: Conference, looking at the various problems which. are
raised and they are responding to them and what you see now is a direct response,
to. the needs as expressed by the Conference.- - o : .

Q. Doctor, on Item 7, all 290 counties should soon have soine type of food
assistance prograni: How do you intend to enforce that in counties that are
resisting, ‘that don’t want a federal food assistance: program ? . .

Dr. MAYER. At present, there is no authority to impose any program on coun-
ties.. On the other hand. our information is that by the end of the year, essen-
tially all counties will be covered and that essentinlly all counties will be cov-
ered by the Food Stamp Progranm.

One of the attractions that you may have noticed is that in effect, the Federal
Government is taking over cost of administration, which had been a big bone
of contention before in terms of installing nesw programs in counties which did
not have the money.

Q. At the Conference, Dr. Mayer, the announcement was specifically that
there would be food stamp programs in all the counties that are now in service.
I see now that this point nummber 7 hedges that and says, ‘“‘Where you can’t get
stamp programs in vou will try to get commodity programs in.”

Which is it? ’

Dr. MAYER. I will make a small bet, that by the 30th of June all of those
counties will have food stamj programs. :

Q. On your recommendations, Dr. Mayer, this letter of transmittal 's rather
broad. Even if the President had all the time in the world to read through the
entire 800 or however many pages of the final report, which he has, he still
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would need some further guidance from experts as to which of these thousands
of recommendations should have priority.

Haveé you made any specific statement of priorities to him?

Dr. MAYER. We have talked about various priorities, and I would like to have
John Price, who is the Secretary of the Urban Affairs Council, tell you some-
thing about the mechanics by which this is going to be handled. .

Mr. PricE. Originally, the first document I saw of the Conference was the pre-
liminary report which looked a bit like the Staten Island Directory. There are
three volumes that look as though we have covered at least two other boroughs
of New York. It is a massive amount of detail and analysis and proposals.

What the President just instructed us to do, znd I have called Secretary
H: 2n to tell him this, is to take the three volumes of the Conference report
and te staff out, doing' exs«ily what you are suggesting we do, a list of priorities
and breaking them out by guestions of what we can do immediately by adminis-
tration, what might require additional legislation and so forth, and then to
present these proposals to the Food and Nutrition Subcommittee of the Urban
Affairs Council. ‘

That subcommittee is chaired by Secvetary Hardiu of Agriculture, and the
other members are the Secretary of Commerce and the Secretary of HEW. This
is the same group that originated and proposed to the President the Adminis-
tration food package, which was sent up by him in early May.

" This subcommittee, the Secretary has told me, will meet soon. We will try
and do this as immediately as we can. . B .

Q. Dr. Mayer, you said ‘in your opening statement that with the passage of
the Food Starp Bill, together with''these other administrative acts, the Admin-
istration’s Food Stamp Bill, that is, the bulk of the. work needing.to be done,
will have been done. . o IR o o .

Can we interpret thaf as meaning that. the Administration’s commitment .to
end hunger in this country will have been achieved with those steps?

Dr. MAYER. I think it can be interpreted as saying that an enormous advance
will have been made in the problem of eliminating hunger and malnutrition, and
that we will have social armamentarium to:cope with it.. . : . ’

- One'of the reasons why we need a close surveillance of the state of nutrition
of the American popnlation is that it doesn’t matter how well an overall pro-
gram is conceived; there are always areas. where the program: does not reach,
where the program gdoes not work, and a money. tree both by Health, Education
and Welfare, and by interested citizens is essential if we want to avoid gaps.

‘But I.think that we wiil be a long, long way from where we . were in the begin-
ning of 1969. R e e .

"Q. Dr. Mayer, when this program is put into effect, and asgsuming. that sur-
veillance shows that it has been carried out, does this represent the fulfillment
of the President’s committee, or do you have further goals? : :

" Dr. MAYER. I think the President msfde a general commitment to end hunger
and malnutrition. I think that he is not going to be satisfied with simply the
administrative or seeing a legislative measure taken. He wants to see that they
actually work. : : ’

But I think we have a great many social problems, protection of the environ-
ment. we have delivery of medical care and so on. ‘They have to go by group.
And I would say that, as a nutritionist, that after this is done, then I think
that the overall national approach of the program probably will have done what
it can, and that if there are still things that don’t work, they huve to be reached
through a different method

Q. Dv. Mayer, I would like to go back to Mr. Cox’s second question. I am not
sure I understood your answer. Maybe a way to clarify it is: “HExtra funds are
contained in the fiscal 1970 budget.” Could you give for us what funds were
available for the $8.4 million, what was not extra funds. and whether this
phrase “extra funds” means funds in addition to what previously

‘Dr. MAYER. Let me ask Mr. Hekman, A 3ministrator of the ¥ood and Nutri-
tion Service, to give you that. He seems to have pages and pages of rumbers.

Mr. HERMAN. Y interpret your question as relating principally to the child
feeding programs. Is that right?

Q. Point number 1.

Mr. HezvAaN : I don’t have a copy of that. I am sorry.

Fiscal 69 there was $42 millicn available for this program to feed needy
school children; in fiscal 70, the figure iy more than twice that, $105,800,000.

Q. $42 million was for 3.4 million children ?

o
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Mr. HEKMAN, We reached about that many last. year, yes with that amount
of money, . .

Q. 107.8 is going to reach?

Mr. HEKMAN. 105. . ’

Q. This was in the 1970 budget long before the Conference opened.

Mr. HEEMAN. $105 million, yes. : . o

Q. The simple mathematics that the peopie in Congress used is 40 cents a
meal, 180 school days, seven million poor children. That multiples out to $360
mill{ilon. ?How is $105 million going to provide free meals for seven million poor
children : :

“Mr. HEKMAN. I think we have to realize that there were certainly planned to
be an import of Ioeal and state funds in this. All you have to do is look at what
is being done against this 29,000 to 30,000 school children figure, that is in the
report, as it relates to the city of Baltimore. There are federal funds there, but
there is also state and local funds.

Q. The state, tocal, matches federal funds for free feeding of needy school
chiidren? 1s that what you are saying? :

Mr. HEKXMAN. I don’t say that it mantches.

Q. How much are they going to put up agains® this $105 million?

Mr. HEKMAN. I couldn’t answer that.

Q. Will you accept this figure of $250 million approximately to feed the
seven million needy school children at free .:r reduced rates? If that is 80, are
you saying that the stdate and local authorities are going to put up ‘the other
$200 million? . L [ ) E e . T

Mr. HERMAN. I stated to the Senate that the amount of money that was in
the bill, which is the $105,802 30{, it that time, it appeared to us that this would
reach the six million to 8.6 xuiii in-other words, it-would get the job done
with the import. - . R T L T P R ' : T

Dr. MAYER. Mr. Hekman, I ar: just wondering. We are-in:the 187¢ budget now,
so that the reason why it doesn't add up is Lecause the program ig starting in
January, and it only has to ecarry until June.: As.of J une, obviously, more money
is going to be required to fulfill your caleculations. I think this is perhaps where
the problem was. - o I S o

There is matching state money, as you know, in all the school lunch . programs,
but in some cases, there is local money as: well. Many communities also put in
some money. But the point is we are not -talking about a whole fiscal year. We
are :ziking about the period between now and the end of June. .

‘Q. What is your analyzed estimate? . . . - St . .

Mr. HEKMAN. I will stay with what I said to the Senate committee, which was
that if we got $105,800,000, that at that time, it looked like we would have suffi-
cient funds’'to reach the figure that we are talking about.

‘Q. Do you regard that'as an analyzed figure ? . :

- -Mr. HEEMAN. We are very happy with the fact that this program is accelerat-
ing and we seem to be reaching children at a fasier rate and presently, we have
our men in the field in all the states checking the figures to find out and to come
up with an answer to the question that you have just raised.

Q. When you were speaking to the Senate committee, were you: talking in
terms of a full school year or in terms of a half school year, January to Jure?

Mr. HEgMAN. I was tatling to June 80.

Q. Do you have an estimate of your Fiseal 1971 costs or requests, sir?

Mr. HEKMAN. X don't. .

Q. You are talking until June 80 from when ?

Mr. HEKMAN. From the date I testified. I will stay with what I said to the
Senate Committee.

Q. When was that?

Mr. HEKMAN. October of this year.

Q. What about pre-schoolers, Dr. Mayer ? Obviously, there are several million
others and I think you referred to it at the conference as needing some prograns.

Is that covered in this $105 million ?

Mr. HEKMAN. No, it is not. The non-school feeding program went up from
$8,780,000 in 1969 to a figure of 315 mijilion in the 1970 budget.

Q. Dr. Mayer, can you say when your conference report will be raade public?

Dr. MAYER. It is purely a mechanical problem now. The report ig finished and
Mr. Grant is now going to get a few hundred mimeographed copies for the press
only, while arrangements have been made to have the report published.

Q. Dr. Mayer, what happens to you now?_ . -
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- Dr. MAYEK. What happenus to me?

Q. Will you continue—— .

Dr. MaxvEr. I go back to Hlarvard to give my courses and I continue to work
with John Price and the President whenever he needs me. . .

Q. Your staff will be disbanded now?

Dr. MAYER. Some of it is probably going to continue to work on some of these
issues, but essentially, the staff of the conference is disbanded. The conference
is over. - : : .

Q. Do you continue as Special Consultant to the President?

Dr. MAYER. I coutinue to consult with the President on anything he wants me
to consult on. I think my title was one which went with the Chairman of the
conference. . :

Q. Dr. Mayer. could I clarify a point? You say by Thanksgiving 1970 you
hope to have nearly all of the school children receiving free cr reduced priced
lunches. Do you accept the figure put out here?

Dr. MAYER. T am not, with due respect, terribly concerned at this point with
the minutia of the figures. What the Department of Agriculture is doing right
now is really trying to reach all children, preferably the end of June, and cal-
culute how much money it is going to cost.

I think . hat is being said here is that the 6.6 million needy children will
get a free school lunch program by Thanksgiving, 1970, and that it will cost
what it costs. . . : Cne T e . I,

Q. Small -technical question: The letter of transmittal is .embargoed for
Thursday mmorning. Dr. Mayer’s statement is, on its face, not embargoed. Is
that meant that way?.- . .o.0 .. . I T T . :
- Mr. ZIEGLER. What is:your.question?: : S ke S R
" The letier of transmittal is:embargoed for Thursday morning. e

Mr. ZieeLER. Therefore, both documents are for immediate release. Thanks for
calling it to our attention. e S - I

Q. "Where can I get-a copy of the.report?: ;... - . . T

‘Dr. MAYER. Why:don’t.you give us your name and address and as soon -as we
have a copy, we-will give it to'you. ... - . . ... S . L .

2. Dr. Mayer, I wonder if you could clarify one thing. Mr. Hekman said he
sald' in October ‘$105.8 -million for school lunches. So¢-point one. is not something
we didn’t- know!-before. -Aside . from. point.two, the ‘catering: department— . ..
©Dr MaYEr. Let me answeér this.:Point two-.is the key to the whole .thing,
because until lunches éould be:delivered to. kids who don’t have. cafeterias:and
don’t have kitchens, there was nce way of reaching them. ‘Therefore, whatever
plans were madde ‘would just not have worked-at. the- speed at which. they ‘are
goINg O Worky:  «+ +-or il S st T e e o e Do e L e o

If the only answer to:feed-kids:would.have been .for each school. system to
build central kitchens, to get trucks; to deliver the aneals; first of all, it. wouldn’t
have happened in a .great many cities that feel:they have other priorities, :which,
I regret to'say, is the case of my city, Boston. ™ . . . .. . - . ... .. "

‘ Secondly, it: would have taken ‘years. With point two. it means.that the Xkids
will in fact be fed by the end. of the year or at-least by the beginning of the next
school: year and that puts the whole gquestion into an ‘entirely different area.

Thé PrEss. Thank. you. e .o :

Senator McGover~N. Thank you very much. We have now another
roll call pending, unfortunately, for omr other witnesses.

I am wondering if the witnesses who have not yet been heard
could come back at 1:30 if the committee were to reconvenc at that
time, and also if that would be agrecable with the members of the
committee.

Is there any witness here who is schednled to testify who_e=zst
come back for a hearing to be reconvenved at 1:302 —

All right, let us recess then until 1:30 =ar
(Whereupon, at 12:08 p.n_tkscommittee recessed, to reconvene at
1:30 p.m.) e ' :
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AFTER RECESS

(The select committee reconvened at 1:50 p.m., the Flon. George
McGovern, Chairman, presiding.)”
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Senator McoGovern. The committee will . be!in: ordeér. ... .. ... .
Our first wituesses this afternoon -are:Mr. Neumark and -Mr.
Towenstein of: the California- Rural (Legal  Assistance Program,
Modesto,  Calif.. : Sl T pea o .

STATEMENTS OF PHILIP NEUMARK ‘AND:DANIEL HAYS LOWEN-
STEIN, ATTORNEYS, CALIFORNIA RURAL LEGAL ASSISTANCE,
MODESTO, CALTFORNIA NI R

- Senator McGovery. The commiittee heard from Mr. Neumark in a
field visit to Modesto last spring, so it is a special privilege to wel-
come vou again to tiie committee this afternoon. -

My, Nroaank. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

" Mr. Lownystrrn. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

"After the testimony this niorning, which described the problems
and the work to be ‘done, I am glad to bring the committee news of
one small corner of the country where excellent progress has been
made and where I think the work of the Congress aud this committee
is bearing excellent fruit. -« '@ -7 i S e

I am Damniel Liowenstein, and I am accompanied by Philip. Neu-
mark. We are Califorl}ia'atto'rileys;ipracticingdn'the, Modesto office of
California Rural Legal -Assistance; a nonprofit OLEO-funded law: firm
‘providing free legal services to indigent peopie in rural California.
" We have had occasion’ to’ closely scrutinize the school-luncli pro-
weam in Modesto in connection “with representation of the plaintiffs
in Federal courtlitigation entitled Shaw v. Modesto School Board.
‘When this committee held hearings inModesto earlier this ‘year. you
thoroughly explored the background and. outcome of that litigatioir.. .

To recapitulate briefly, the lawsuit alleged that only a small.per-
‘dentage, fewer -than one out of 1ine of ‘tlte needy - schoolchildren. in
Modesto, Wwere receiving’ the hot' linciies they needed’ and were en-
titled to under the National School "Faanch Program.: On February
19,1970, after & 9-day trial, U.S. District Judge Thomas J. McBride
ruled tliat under the National*School LunchiAct every needy child
has a right to a’free lunch ora lunch'at a price he can afford.:
~ The maiu issue in the Modesto school-luich case was the eligibility
standard for free and-reduced-price lunches. Under the -old ‘school-
lunch legislation,-school districts in California and across the country
received little guidance in establishing standards. And, as a result,
the program was operated i1 an uneven, and sometimes arbitrary and
restrictive manner. The 1970 school-lunch amendments, developed in
this committee and enacted into law, resolved the eligibility problem
by assuring uniform and adequate standards.

As you Jearned during your hearings in Modesto, the Modesto
school:lunch controversy did 1ot come to an end when Judge MeBride
announced his decision. The school board recognized the need for an
expanded Junch program. But it felt that the level of Federal and
State assistance available at that time was too low for Modesto to be
able to comply with Judge McBr.de’s ruling on eligibility. Accord-
ingly, the scliool board reluctantly withdrew from the program
altogethier. o o : : :

Many so-called experts, observing these developments in Modesto,
‘predicted that any effort by Congress to enforce uniform and ade-

e
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quate free-lunch standard: would. drive school boards across - the
country out of the lunch program. In fact, however, the Modesto
experience shows that school boards will willingly participate in a
program that will feed every needy child, so long as Congress pro-
vides the necessary funds.

We are happy to inform you that after the hearings this committee
held in Modesto and shortly after the 1970 school-lunch amendments
were passed, the Modesto School Board re-entered the lunch pro-
gram. This action was taken because the board was assured by State
school-lunch officials that the Federal Government would provide the
needed funds. )

As a result, this year Modesto is operating an excellent school-lunch
program. At last count, 1,897 children wers receiving free or reduced-
cost lunches. This figure contrasts with about 180 in 1968-69 and
about 400 last year.

The school board’s commitment to the program is evidenced by its
appropriation of $18,000 in local funds, an increase of more than 250
percent from last year. But in these times of inflationary and other
financial pressures on school districts throughout the United States,
Congress must recognize that the districts are unwilling to increase
without limit their funding of school lunches.

The Modesto board, for example, has stated that if there are not
sufficient Federal funds to make the local appropriation of $18,000
suffice for the entire school year, the district will again withdraw
from the program. We were informed last week by Dr. Bert C.
Corona, Superintendent of the Modesto schools, that current ‘pro-
jections indicate that the $18,000 local appropriation will be sufficient,
provided that Federal and state reimbursements remain at least at
their current levels.

A bulletin issued in August to California school districts by the
State Department of Education states that the current level of reim-
bursement is effective -only “until further notice.”. The State ecannot
maintain its level of reimbursements for the remainder of the school

year unless Congress appropriates adequate funds. . | . y

As this committee knows, our office has had sharp conflict with Dr.
‘Corona, the Modesto school superintendent, in the pasi. But we
strongly endorse the telegram Dr. Corona has sent to this committee
in connection with today’s hearing, and in particular the following
statement: ' \ N : _ ‘

The crireria of eligibility adopted has guaranteed an adequate noon meal for
a vast number of needy children in our community. The continuing financial
pParticipation by the State and Federal Government is absolutely essential to the
maintaining of the National School Lunch Program in the Modesto City Schools.

Mr. Cassipy. When we held heaiings last spring in Modesto, there
was obviously bad feeling between the low-income citizens and their
elected school-board members.

Can we conclude this situation has improved?

Mr. LoweENsTEIN. Yes, Mr. Cassidy. And I think that is a very
important point, because when the Congress passes a good school-
lunch program and imposes heavy requirements but does not provide
the money for the school districts to effectuate such a Program, then,
of course, there is a great deal of pressure put on the school board.
They may want to spend money for school lunches, but they have
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other important and legitimate demands on . their funds. And these
are times when it is diffcult for a school board to get more tazec out
of our communities. co S

So I think that if Congress will provide the necessary funds, it
will make it much more possible to have harmonious relations ‘be-
tween low-income people and our school officials. And I think if we
are to live in 2 democracy, if low-income people are to have faith in
their school system and 1in their local officials, it is important that
Congress provide the funds so that Congress does not create the sharp
conflicts such as we had in Modesto.

Modesto and other school districts in California are now beginning
to reach the students who need this program. The State of Cali-
fornia, which this year is spending $6 million on school lunches, is
doing its part. If Congress is to make good on President Nixon’s
promise that by Thanksgiving, only 44 days from today, every
schoolchild in this country will be able to eat a hot and nutritious
lunch in school, then Congress must appropriate the necessary funds.

While adequate appropriations are the most urgent requirement,
Congress also has a supervisory responsibility in connection with the
school-lunch and other food programs. For more thau two decades
the U.S. Department of Agriculture has followed a policy of benign
neglect toward hungry schoolchiidren. Congress took a major step
toward rectifying this situation by enacting the 1970 school-lunch
amendments. This could not have been accomplished without the
work of this Select Committee during the past several years.

‘We look forward to your continued work in the coming years in
performing a watchdog function to make sure the purposes and pro-
visions of the 1970 amendments are fully carried out. With adequate
appropriations and continuing Congressional oversight, we can assure
that the tragedy of the last 24 years: will not be repeated. ‘

“Thank you for inviting us to testify. If you have sny questions,
we will answer them to the best of cur ability. -~ .~ . >

Mr. Cassioy. Mr. Neumark, now that so much headway is bein
made in the school-lunch’ program in:Modesto, has the problem’ o
hunger been mitigated? Or is there still further progress needed ?

Mpyr. NEUMARE. The problem of hunger clearly still exists. .

A state of emergency was declared last fall. And the reason for that
declaration of a state of emergency is that 50 percent of the people
in the county were starving. ' '

The Department of Agriculture refused to provide surplus food,
and it was oaly through the irtervention of the Federal Court in
San Francisco that the peopie of Modesto had something to eat on
Christmas. _

Unemployment last year in Stanislaus County was 20 percent. It
is 30 percent this year. Stanislaus County is typical of the Valley.
Modesto is first. Stockton is second. And Fresno is third. Unemploy-
ment in the Valley ranges between 15 and 80 percent, and these are
people who don’t have enough money. Most of these people, roughly
between 60 and 70 percent, receive less thox the State says you need
for survival. The State of California seis a survival level and then

ives them far less.

A These people cannot afford food stamps. There is no way they can
eat.
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Mr. Cassmy. Is there a food-stamp. program?. - . - .. . - . .
‘Mr. Nevnmark. There iss but 80 to 90 percent of the peoplc are
excluded from it. The USDA sets the price level:so high that people
can’t afford it. When USDA lowered the prices of food stamps last
January, participation went up from i0-percent to somewhere around

‘29 percent. But that still means 70 percent of the people are excluded
from thie food-stamp program. o : ' '

All the USDA has-to do-is-lower the price of food stamps. But
they refuse to do it. And they refuse to provide an alternative. They
say you can have food stamps. But they .set the price so high that
people can’t afford them.. : '

Then they set a regulation that says if you have food stamps, you
can’t get cornmodities. The USDA says there isn’t a problem there.

Mr. ScrLosspERG. Why can’t the pcople get food stamps ?

Mr. Nrvaranws. The price of food stamps is based on your income.
There is a scale. And the price of food stamps is more than is left in
their budget after they pay for the rent. If they don’t pay the rvent,
they are going to be evicted. Tf they don’t pay for the gas and elec-
tricity, that will be cut off. ‘ :

So the only place they can cut is in the food budget. They don’t
have cnough left to purchase the food stamps.: :

Mr. ScurosseErG. How long has the food-stamp program been in
operation ? s : ' ,

Myr. Nevarark. For 3 years in Stanislaus County. The board of
supervisors is a very conservative body by anybody’s definition, and
they have petitioned the TWSDA. vo liberalize the food-stamp program.
They realize we are going:to:have another hunger crisis, - and  they
want to. avoid it. . o e oo L e S
+ They keep asking USDA:to lower the price. .. . : S

I might add that thereis a provision in‘the Food Stamp Act that
says in_ the time of -emeérgency -that the. county can receive both
commodities and food stamps, whicl: would:be at least a temporary
solution. ' L A Lo : : -

-~ USDA has taken th'épos’itior.x that,-“:Well, a hunger diéaétér doesn’t

léaa(lily constitute that Jxind of emergency.” They want to see an act of

If wou have a hurricane and ti.. - people: starve, then you can get
commodities. But if people are just starving, even if they are the
same number of people, they cannot get the commodities. 1
. It is interesting to note that there is enough surplus in the Cali-
fornia warehouses to feed every poor person in .the State for a full
year. The food is sitting there, and they won’t release it.

Mr. Cassipy. Do you think that an expanded school breakfast
program would be of help in Modesto?

Mr. Lowexstern. I definitely do. In the course of the food crisis
that My. Neumark was referring to—and, of course, we were involved
i some litigation that arose out of that—we tallzed to a lot of people
about what kind of food they were able to serve to their children.
And, of course, we talked tc them about breakfast time, and I think
the resnlts were startling. o

We tound that many, many of our clients don’t provide any break-
fast at all for their children, not because they don’t want to, but

because they can’t-.
o000 11)
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It is interesting, during the recent controvergy over the nutritional
value of breakfast cereals, I noted some of those that were defending
the cereal industry pointed out that. in estimating the nutritional
value of breakfast cereal, you have to take into account that people
eat cereal with milk and sugar. And ycu have to add those into the
nutritional value. - N ) o )

“What I found out to my surprise last December was that when our
clients give cerecal to their children in the morning, the children eat
that cereal with water, tecause they can’t afford the milk. And they
can’t afford the sugar. And aside from the obvious nutritional loss,
I don’t. think that when children are forced to eat that kind of
breakfast that they are going to grow up believing in the importance
of a good breakfast, because it is just not very pleasant. _

I think a breakfast program is very important. There is a breal-
fast program in onc of the small school districts in our county, the
Denair School District. And it séems to be quite successful.” 7 |

‘I know our clients outside ot that district'know of that program .
and they want it for Modesto, and they haven’t been able to get it yet.

We have read Senator Javits’ School breakfast bill referred to this
morning. I personally feel 'it’ iS'an"excellent bill; aind I really hopé"
that' congress will pass it*as soon as possible. 7~ i Lo

‘Senator McGoverN. Mr. Lowcenstein, T am sorry about’ the rolleall.
We have been plagued withi interruptions’all 'day here today. But I
had a chance to read your staternént éarlier this morning,; and T am
very much encouraged ‘at ‘thé progress' that has beéen made, since we
were' in Modesto, Tt e T e it L e ,

Someone has furnished for ‘theé’ committee a’' news item, from, one 4
of the newspapers in Cairo, Nebr., which is’a report on'the local
school board meeting that was’held on"last Friday-—-a 'week ago Fri-
day! And one of the items’in the public press reads 4§ follows: =~ '

On. motion. by, Peterson, seconded. by Rcwelson, free lunches ‘were approved
for the familiés of Mr's. Salier, John Field, Mrs. Sauder, and Melvin Eredrickson.

Does anything like that ever happen, to; your knowledge, either
with reference to the proceedings of the l\Iodest_o‘.scho_ol,.%)oard or
other schools in your area where the names of families are published :
that are receiving special assistance of this kind ? ;

Mr. LoweNsTEIN. I think that since the regulations of the Depart- - g
ment of Agriculture were promulgated to make that kind of- thing
unlawful, I think that in our area the record of the school board has
been fairly good. I don’t think that that type of practice exists.

Senator McGovern. This is only a week old, this particular news
item. ‘

Mr. LowenNsTEIN. I know. I saw that one from Nebraska.' And the
fact that that kind of thinking is going on today-—and we all know
the regulations of the Department of Agriculture have been in exist-
ence over 2 years now. And.the fact that that practice goes on today
indicates what we indicated in our statement, the importance’ of
Congres. watching over this field and making sure that tha* kind
of abuse is at least kept to a minimum. L :

Senator McGovern. I am not really looking for any special praise
here for this committee. But since I did miss your response to the
questions that were raised by the staff, is it your feeling that the

@ cind of field hearings we conducted out there are helpful in terms
EMC 42-778—T1—pt. §-——8 23 i o o 1 e
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of the. triggering of constructive response in.a community, that, at
least at the time we arrived there, seemocd to be very divided and
angry on.this problem? .~ ‘ S

- Mr. Nevmars. Yes, I would like to answer that. I think the hear-
ings were important for two reasons. . . . | = " o

I think to a certain extent the low-income people had lost faith
in the institutions. And for a U.S. Senator to come to Modesto to
show concern about the problem indicated to them that someone
somewhere cared. They had tried the courts. They had one in the
courts. But they saw that that wasn’t an answer.

I think after your visit to. Modesto, people again had some hope.

And T think, also, although it took some period of time—I thinlk

also the school board recognized that people in Washington were
going to fund the program.. ‘ v : :
I think it is very important to emphasize if that money is cut off
in Modesto—and there is some chance of that, according to the State
director—we are going to be back where we were last year, except

it is going to'be a worse situation, because now there are 2,000 chil-,

dren, as opposed to_the 400 receiving lunches last year, who will be

cut off. And I think there will be confrontation in the .community.

Last year people were arrested over school lunches. And, for-

tunately, there wasn’t any violence. But if this money is cut off, I

think Congress should recognize that they would, in a real way, be
encouraging violence in many areas.

The record in California, T think, is .faii:ly gbod now. rBut; coynsiderv

what will happen in Los Angeles. You know thousands and thousands
of children won’ receive lunches anymore. :. |, o
I think it is the responsibility of the Congress to make sure—the
State has put up about as much as: they. are going to put up. And
that is $6 million. And if Congress, doesn’t’ put the money up, the
programs are going to be cut off. Tt is that siniple.
' Senator McGoverN. Thank you very miich; Mr. Neumark and Mr.
Lowenstein, for your testimony. ~~ =~ = o .
"Mr. LowensTEIN. Thanl you, sir. S
“(Letter from Modesto city schools follows:)
o ' - SR MODESTO CITY SCHOOLS,

b

. . o o |© Modesto, Cal., October 9, 1970.
SELECT™ COMMITTEE 0N NUTRITION AND HoMAN NEEDRS, : ) C
Oid Senate Office Building, o TR

Washington, D.C.-. .., . .. . S Lo .

GENTLEMEN : The reinstatement of the National School Yuneh Program in the
Modesto City Schools can be directly attributed to the increéased level of support
both on the part of the United States Congress and the California State Legis-
lature. The criterion of eligibility adopted has suavanteed an adequate noon
meal for a vast number of needy children in our community. :

The contiriued financial participation by tlie state and federal governmants is
absolutely essential to the maintenance of the National School Lunch Program
in tha Modesto: City Secliools. Any sigmificant deviation away from the current
level of participation will leave no alternative to our schoo! district but to termi-
nate and withdraw from the program. ’

We strongly urge that a guaranteed, reliable, and adequate plan of funding
be established as a primary méans of maintaining what has now developed into
a very fine partnership project. = '

Respectfully, : : :

o

BerT C. CoOrRONA,
Superintendcent.

L 113
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Senator McGovernN. I would like to call the panel of witnesses that

represents: our final group :of witnesses today—Mrs. Hurley, Mr.

Delgado, Mr. Fuqua, and Mr. Thoms. : ) _

PANEL: STATEMENTS OF MRS. KAY HURLEY, COMMUNITY REP-
RESENTATIVE, SOUTH BOSTON, MASS.; GARY DELGADO, COM-
MUNITY ORGANIZER, CHILDREN’S FOUNDATION, LITTLE ROCK,
ARK.; GLENN D. FUQUA; AND PETER THOMS, RHODE ISLAND

LEGAL SERVICES v ' . . ’

Senator McGovern. I wonder, in the interest of accommodating
the Senate legislative 'schedule, if we could have an indication from
the witnesses whether you each have separate statements 2

Mrs. HorLEY. Separate statements. s , ,

Senator McGovexN. Wherever possible, in order to avoid the prob-
lem of the rollcall, if you could summarize. the highlights of vour

I think it would expedite our proceedings.
‘Who is the first witness? =~ " T
We will start with Mr. Fuqua. =~ L : S
My. FoQua. Mr. Chairman, and mémbers of the comimittee:

My name is Glenn D. Fuqua. My position is director of the Depart-

ment of Social Services in Rockingham County. N.C.

statements so we could get .at the question ng as quickly as possible,

I appear before you today on behalf of the poor schoolchildren
and their parents in my county—poor schoolchildren who are also

poor hungry schoolchildren. ~ L o ‘
"Earlier today, you cited frop one of the school systems in our

county the policies regarding getting a free or reduced-price: lunch:

I will not go into that form at this time, other than to state that it

makes a mockery of the national school lunch’ program. .

It has come to our attention ‘that the people working in public
welfare, as I am, and members of my staff, that frequently ‘school
officials do not feed poor children because they lack ‘a basic coreern’’

for these children.

I believe Senator ITart this morning raised the question of why
don’t school superintendents feed these children. I think, it is fre- .
> m children, poor children.”
They lack the wherewithal to participate in these school prograims.

quently the 'case because they are proble

that other children participate in. o

School . officials have frequently stated that welfare departments.
should pay the schools for lunches provided children on public
assistance. This is not possible in North Carolina at this time, be-

cause the State legislature has not appropriated funds for such a

purpose. o . S
In fact, North Carolina is presently meeting only 86 percent of

the need requirements for AFDC families. How can we expect wel- .

fare motners to pay for their children’s hinches when they are

receiving only a pittance for food now ¢ ‘ ‘
I am willing to explore any possibility to feed poor children, go
to any lengths, take any steps that will insure a meal for a child..
There has been some suggestion locally to explore the feasibility
of using fond stamps to pay.for school Iunches.

B
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*Is this possible? R U

- Perhaps' someone in HEW or  the USDA - could examine. this.
possibility. . ST PUL e e .

‘Why do school officials throughout the country refuse or reluctantly
feed poor children? Most of them that I have had: contact with:
inevitably say that we must operate .school systems at a break-even
financial point. None feel that Federal and State governments pro-
vide enough financial assistance to the local units. ‘ _ '

Y sometimes would question this. I believe that some schools refuse
to feed poor children because they lack a basic concern for the
welfare of these children. - v _ ;

It does not.require a Ph. ID. in education to redlize the commonsense
statement that poor children must first have the wherewithal to
participate in a school’s academic curriculum. A child cannot learn
if he is hungry, lacks clothing; or is in need of medical and dental
care. .

lar difliculty in getting Federal and State funds for fancy néw educa-
ticnal programs and equipment. There is always publicity in the’
news media when these grants are awarded. . °~ 7 ViU o
How can:poor children take advantage of these programs'if they
are hungry and sick? =~ T 0 T e e
There are voluminous studies correlating education. and income.
We all agres, I am sure, that. the study of this relationship between’
earnings and education show that the more highly-educated thé man,
the greater his earnings. =~~~ e
Everybody complains about the high cost of welfare. If we can’t’
keep thie poor childrer in school, where' they hopefully’ will, receive
a meaningful ediication,.then how. cAn we 6Xpect welfire costs. to
décrease or huiman life to be enriched? . @ . - o orooon
I think i is apparent that a great’ many State and locil officials
flaunt ‘the, intent of ' am, bicause the:

3 e the national school lunch program, bcause there
is inadequate siipervision of the Federal funds allogated to the States
and lccalities for school-liinch programs. S

T am not optimistic that the new law, Public Law 41-298, scheduled
for nationwide implementation. in. Jannary 1971, will solve the prob-
lem. T think'the comimittee and Congress must make it plain to the
States and localities' that poor children: will be fed now and that -
restrictive and punitive measures on“a loca’ level will no longer be
tolerated. _ , o o )

Senator McGoverx. Thank you very much, Mr. Fuqua, for your
testimony. _ S :

I think what we will do is proceed with each witness and hold the

questions until each person has testified.
Mrs. Hurley, would you like to testify next?
We have:a letter from Senator.Kennedy, who was unable to be
with us today, especially welcoming you to the committee and re-
viewing some of the problems in Massachusetts, = . L
X “(riould like to ask that that letter be made a part of the hearing
record. , . ' ' ‘
(The letter of October 12, 1970, follows:)
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° o . . U. S. SENATE, .
RPN Washington, D.C., October 12, 1970

Hon. GeEorgE MCGOVERN, : C L. . : -

Chairman, Sclect Committee vn Nutrition, and Human Needs,

U. 8. Senate, Washington, D. C. : L )

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN : I vegret that I. am not able to be present for today’s hear-
ings concerning the School Lunch Program. However, I want to be certain that
the members ot the com:nittee and all witnesses who are testifying today are
fully aware of the useful and important contributions tnat have been made in
the health and welfare areas in Massachusetts by Mrs. Xay Hurley. In our state,
she is one of the most vigorous supporters of efforts to establish and improve
living conditions for citizens who traditionally are forced to live under unfavor-
able circumstances. ‘

You may recall that Mrs. Hurley came to Washington last year as a witness
before this same committee. At that time her testimony was also on the subject
of the Scrool Lur.ch Program. She provided insigitts into that whole issue that
have serv. i me well in understanding the principle aspects of that problem. For
that reason, X think it can be expected that her testimony today will bring

vitally needed information about ways to improve upon the delivery of lunches -

to sclinol children in the commonwealth.. .. . : . -

Out of a total of approximately 3,225 schools in.the commonwealih of Massa-
chusetts, less than half participate in the school Lunch Program. Moreover, in
those schools where youngsters were fortunate snough to receive the benefits of
a lunch program, the overwhelming majority of them were found to:be in fami-
lies who are not effected by inadequate incomes. Yet, youngsters from low income
families have been consistently denied the opportunity to receive free or reduced
priced lunches because of failures to design creative systems for the delivery of
food to them. In addition to these statistics, I am aware that other factors
clearly ju:iify the need to improve on the way we mnow provide nutritional care
for our school children. I am certain that Mrs. Hurléy will agree withk me when
¥ say thzat despite the reasons that cause low income youngsters. to. go without
Proper meals, there is simpiy no excuse for us to do that any longer..

Mr. Chairman, I wish to welcome Mrs. Hurley ‘to Washington and to the com-
mittee and I look forward to reviewing her testimony -and I am certain that
what she has to say can be helpful to each of us on this committee. - . -~ -

Sincerely, o S T . .
P .t~ .. .. Hpwarp M. KENNEDY.

Mrs. Hurcey. My name is Kay Hurley. I am from South Boston,
Mass. And I am here representing the people of Massachusetts.. .

I am alsc a welfare recipient and the mother of two .children not
receiving school lunches. And I do not expect them to be receiving
free lunches by Tha.nksgnfl.ng, .as President . Nixon has promised.

One reason for not receiving lunches is: that. the schools they: go
to do.not have lurch programs. The other side of. it is schools that
have lunch programs—and I will talk about that later. _ :

The schools in the inner-city, poor areas, are old schools and have
been there for years. The middle-income schools in the suburbs have
the facilities and can then give the school.lunches. R

Nonetheless, in Boston, most of the junior high schools and high
schools and some of the elementary schools have school-lunch facili-
ties. .. o o : .

. There are 28,585 ADC children. in the city of Boston, and the
average nuniber of free .school lunches given out right now every
day is 667. That tells you where. Boston is at as far as giving out
those free school lunches. , T , . -

- In East Bosten, when the East -Bostonn welfare-rights group went
to the school committee and tried to get. iree lunches, they were
told that there was no such thing on the books as a free lunch pro-

gram.
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In Jamaica Plains and Roxbury when the pcople requested free-
Iunch programs, they weére told their kids would have to work in
the cuafeteria. The kids picked to work there are ‘“A” students, who
then have to miss two periods of work in order to work in the
cafeteria. And after working there a few months they are no longer
“A” students, which is one way to keep the kids from getting i1nto
better schools. .

There have been reports of worms in the food. One of my neighbors
has cight children—13 children—and eight of them go to schcols
which have school-lunch programs. And she has to pay 30 cents per
meal and 10 cents for dessert. That comes out te $17 per week. You
arc not including that much money in the budget for food alone. And
that school refuses to give school lunches. '

One thing decent. that, has happened in Massachusetts—and T am

.not willing to wait for.it, nor are thousands of othcvs—s that a bill

was passed which requires all schools to have lunches. available by

‘Septembet 1972, TEven when this bill goes into-efféct in 1978, that
doesn’t mean thiat those schools are going to give out those lunches.

That doesn’t mean that when people put in a request for those free
luanches that they will . them.

. As far as T am concerned, I'have heard pdople today saying, “What

can we .do?” . ST , :
I have demonsirated in welfare offices and have been arrested for

it. And T have:known T would be arrested, even though T felt I had

a just cause. B o _ : .

LAs far as I am concernéd, school officials all across:the country are
breaking the law, and they should be arrested. Unless some laws are
passed to have them: arrested, maybe the people in the-local com-
munities could make citizen arrests on school committee members who
are raeéfiising to give out these lunches.

That is all T have to say. -~ - - -~ 0 i
Senator McGovery. ‘Thank:' you very much, Mrs. Hurley.
‘Mr. Delgado, could we hear from you next ? ' ‘
Mr. Dereano. T am Gaty Delgado, from the Children’s ¥Foundation,
Arkansas Community Organization for Reform Now.'
My involvement with the school Tuneh program in Arkansas began
with an interview with Miss Ruth Powell, State school lunch director.
The meeting was arranged by Mr. Jay Lipner, a VISTA attorney,

‘who had several months of extensive experience with the Arkansas

school Tunch program.

At the time the meeting was arranged, school districts had alreads
been advised by memorandum from Miss Powell of the income
poverty guidelines presecribed by the Secretary of Agriculture. (See
appendix A.'} This communication indicated that although the
guidelines were not: mandatory until January 1, 1971, school districts
may wish to adopt them for usé at the beginning of the school yeav.
The purpose of arranging this meeting was to suggest to Miss Powell
that school districts be provided a more definite method of imple-
menting the amendments to the national school lunch law, specifically
in respect to the adoption of the January guidelines.

T Apps. A, B, C, D, and I, appear on pp. 2235, 2237 and 2239.
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To this end, Mr. Lipuer and myself oifered for Miss Powell’s corn-
sideration a free-lunéh self-certification application, which imple-
mented the amendments. The form was prepared by Mr. Jay Lipxer,
Mr. Wade Rathke, head organizer for ACORN, and myself, for use
by the Arkansas Community Organizations for Reform Now, a
statewide organization of low-income people, affiliated with the
DMational Welfare Rights Organization. _ o

Miss Powell not only approved the form, she sent out a memcran-
dum to every school district in the State approving the form and
urging the school districts to adopt the January income poverty
guidelime imniediately. (See appendix B.) -

On Monday, August 31, 1970, 42 members of the Shorter College
Gardens Community Organization, an affiliate of the Arkansas Com-

? munity Organizations for Reform Now, handed in ACORN school-
i Iunch forms to North Little Rock School Superintendent George
Miller. The group requested that the.district not use title I money,
but national school lunch funds fov the school-lunch program. =~

Miller treated the all-black group with scorn and disrespect, con-
stautly Dberating their efforts: o get lunches for their children. and
referring to.them at every op ytunity he had. to address them. as
“you people.” Whe.. he was bindod the forms, his reply was,. “Why
don’t you people use our formsi We have forms of our own.” _

The school district had vet to distribute “their”’ forms and did not
do so wucil Qctober 7, 1970, in direct violation of section 245.5(a),
Federa! regulations. L ' N
L quoted section 245.6 (b) of the regulations, which entitles every
child to a free or reduced-price lunch after: their - parent had so
certified, until such time that the school district could prove with a
fair hearing that the child was in fact, not entitled-to a free lunch.
Miller responded by saying that he:didn’t care “what the law said.”
(See. euclosed newspaper clippings.d .. . : , ' :

I offered Mr. Miller and Mr. Crownover, his assistant, copies of the
USDA. regulations issued August 31, 1970. Neither of them wwere
interested. ' . S , : ’ s

The second incident,with the North Little Rock School District
occurred on Friday, September 18, 1970, when members of the Silver
City Courts Welfare Rights Organization charged that their children
r were discrimrated against in the school-lunch program in the North

Little Rock sc¢i:o00l system. '
Muys. Nina Aldridge of Silver (lity Courts is a prime example of
the district’s negligence. At the time of the meeting only one of her
four children in school was receiving a free lunch. This is a direct
violation of title 7. section 245.8 (a), Code of Federal ‘Regulations.
Mrs. Aldridge is a welfare ‘recipient. In the sams income level,
Mrs. Sue Kirsey, who also lives in Silver City Courts and whose
children attend the same school, had not as of Septenzber 18 even
received an application for the lunches. , ‘ :
i School Supt. George Miller denied:that the Federal Government
v would pay for expenditures from September to J anuary, stating :
‘ L’ve dealt with the Government a long time, and they’vé gone back

and paid for what’s been done. B
He admitted that he had not distributed the forms or guidelines
O or information on fair “?ga?,grfp,gs,“stating:

) i A
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I have found out this about human nature. If you distribute a form
to everyone, then everyone is needy.

This is a direct violation of section 245.6(b), which requires the
school district to distribute information concerning school-lunch
~eligibility standards_and appeals procedures, in addition to school-
lanch forms, in the beginning of every school year. In a State like
Arkansas, with 50 percent of the populaticn below the poverty level,

many poor people are losing an important necessity for their children
because of ithe attitude of school officials like Geor ge Miller.

The thki rith the
North Little Rock School District occurred when I accompanied 30
members of the Iastgate Terrace and Hemlock Courts Commnunity
Organizations, both affiliates of ACORN, to the North Little Rocl
school administration’s office. Miller \V‘L]ked out on the groups,
told me to shut up when I again cited the law. And both he and his
assistant invited me to ‘step outside and settle.”

Mr. Lipner and M:. Rathke succeeded in quoting the lefru‘.atlons
to Superintendent Miller. But Miller left _to call the pohce fo:- our
“intrusion®” into his office. Miller’ "Ll’ld Crownover pointedly and
-repeated]y denied_that the laws were in effect, despite the fact that -
Mr. Lipner, Mr. Rathke, and I, along with communlty spokesmen,
quoted the regulations as being effective upon tublication in the
Federal Register. Publication took place on September 4, 1970. To

P this day there are children in North i.ittle Rock who go Wlthout a
: iunch every school day because Miller refused to _a,cknow]edn'e the
aw.

An excellent example of the- frequent recalcitrance of local scheol
districts to provide free school lunches to eligible low-income chil-
dren is the -dispute  bétween ACORN ' and the North Little Rock
school district concerning when the new ‘regulations become effective.

As you know, everything in the new regulatlons 4s in effect as of
publication in the Feéderal Register—September 4, 1970—except for
; the n’;lnlmum-lncome guidélines, Whlch are: Optl()n"bl, unnl January
1, 1971

i In all meetings between ACORN and the North 7 ittle Rock

school officials, thev have individually and in unison sta fed in private

‘and to the press that the new regulations, in whole or in part, do

not go into effect until January 1, 1971. They have persisted to_this

line despite constant rebuttal, umludlno direct refcrence to the Fed-
eral Register and a te]eo‘l"bnl from BIl Gerald Cassidy, special
cNour(lisel of the Senate Solect Commlttee on N-x ltrltlon and Human
eeds
In the thtle Rock school dlstrlct about’ 80 members of the Granite

Mountain, Highland Courts, and East End Welfare Rights Organi-

zations, affiliates- of ACORN, met with Little Rock school officials.

Spokesmen for the groups——MLs Rose Washington; chairman, East

End WRO; Mrs. Barbara  Iampton;- chalrman, Granite Mountain

WRO; and "Mrs. Rosetta Lewis, cochairman, Highland Courts WRO

—charged discrimination in the administration of the schcol-lunch

program. The O'roups cited ' examples  of two mothers present ‘thas

3 had four cki m in school, who were recelwng free lunches, anc
I . two - ho were not
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_The assistant school superintencent: responided that there were no

violations, that he.knew of and that the money for school lunches

school-lunch forms. oo i e o .
On Monday, September 28, 1970, Miss Ruth - Powell, State school

was not there. He' did, nevertheless, agree. to process the ACORN

lunch director, in. a press statement, stated -that USDA was still

working on the guidelines, despite the fact that.the guidelines were
already publisheﬁ in the Federal Register on September 4, 1670.
Superintendent Miller categorically refused to adopt the expanded
program until the school district has supplemental funds. After Miss
Powell’s letter to school districts in which she urged the school
officials to use the new guidelines, she stated to the press that she
“could not blame school boards for not adopting the revised program
without the new guidelines.” And they had already been published
September 4. ’ IR
The school-luach program has become an issue of some magnitude
in Pine Bluff and Texarkana, Ark., where community groups. are

finding that. school officials stop spending title I funds for lunches

and start giving all eligible children lunches through National School
Lunch Act funds. The groups are organized by ACORN, with tech-
nical  assistance . provided  from .the .Food Research and Action
Council. New York City, and the Children’s. Foundation, Wash-
ington, D.C. s L : : S
ut the reluctance. of school officials to .comply with the law is
not confined to Arkansas, or even to the South. ACORN, FRAC, and
the children’s foundation has received letters. from low-income people
all over the country. The poor implementation. by the State and
local officials is further aggravated by lack of direction from Federal

agencies and indifference of Federal officials.

"When community groups first became intereste‘d'v':,ilh séhodl;_lullch
programs, I wrote a letter to Secretary of. A.griculture Hardin re-

. questing that USIDA spell out more clearl iz reimbursement rates

to local schools. The letter was written September 10, 1970. I have
yvet to receive a reply. o - e

At one point, when Miller denied the law was.in effect, I advised
local reporters to call Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richard
Liyng to verify that there was, in fact, 2 Federal Code of Regulations
and that i* was, in fact, in effect. The printad response was a master-
picce of “hedging.” Liyng feigned ignorance that the reimbursement
rates were 100 percent up to 60 cents per lunch stating “T don’t think
we pay that much——T’m not sure.”’—despite the fact .at in section
210.11(d) of the regulations, which Lyng s: rmed, it states:

The total reimbursement for general cash. for food-assistance funds. and
special cash assistance shall not exceed 60 cents (12 cents from general cash for
food assistance and 48 cents for special cash assistance) for each type A lunch
served free or at a reduced price to children meeting the school’s avproved eligi-
bility standards for such lunchses. . - ) Do )

I have written twc letters to USDA, with absolutely no response.
USDA has not sent any cxplanation' of their resmlations, no state-
ment of “principle changés in 'school-lunckt . iaw.,” no. backup on
the regulations, and provided little direction to State school-lunch

directors.
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USDA has issued regulations to school districts that require them
to distribute policies In September that they are not required to
formulate until the end of October. They have written a provision
for self-certification, but none for forms other than those provided,
or not provided, by disinterested school officials.

USDA has setup “paper” appeals procedures. They have claimed
that they want to delay hearings on the regulations wuntil later so
that the program could be implemented to feed poor children. But
they have not assisted in feeding children. USDA has not elaborated
on the following points, which need to be cleared up for local
officials : :

(1) The appeals procedure: If school districts don’t provide
lunches, the poor people are forced to appeal, thus: (@) lessening the
effect of having the “burden of proof’’ on the s~hool officials; and
(&) having the poor person appeal to the same people that turned
them down initially. o . . . o

" (2) The income poverty guidelines: The “act. that they are the
floor, not the ceiling; for providing free lunclies.

As a matter of fact, there was an editorial written in the Arkansas
Den;ocx}'imt which indicated that the USDA poverty guidelines were
too high. I -

(3) gDistributiOn of forms: Forms may not have been distrii:ated
by local officials, and USDA has yet to approve any form for nation-
wide distribution. This still leavés the power in the community over
whether that community will or will not company with the law at

the complete whim of local officials. . _ , _
_ (4) Make any' differentiation in income guidelines over free ov
reduced-price:lunches. =~ ' - B : R a

" (5) Reimbursement rates: The fact_that School districts ‘may be

reimbursed up. to 160 percent up to 60 centg’per lanch. -
USDA  has ‘left- an’ inexcusable commumnication gap between all
concerned. School officials are stalling and children are going hungry.

"Thank you very much. ,

L would also like to submit to the commidice copies of the memo-
randums from Miss Powell, a copy of the -ACGRN . school-lunch
self-certification ‘form, the letters from Senator McGovern and Mr.
Cassidy, and the newspaper clipping indicating all the statements
that the superintendent of schools made, such that he didn’t care
what the law said. '

Thank you.

Senator McGovern. All right, that material will be made part of
the hearing record. -

(The documents follow:)

STA?T (MENT oF GARY T~ 1.cAapo, FIieLp REPRESENTATIVE, THE CHILDREN'S FOUNDA-
TION, ORGANIZER, A. (ANSAS COMMUNITY ORGANIZATIONS FOR REFORM NOW

My involvement with the School Lunch program in Arkansas began with an
interview with Miss Ruth Powell, State School Lunch Director. The meeting
was arranged by Mr. Jay Lipner, a VISTA attorney, who had several months of

; extensive experience with the Arkansas School Lunch program. At the time the
i meeting was arranged, school districts had already been advised by memorandum
i from Miss Powell of the income poverty guidelines prescribed by the Secretary
! of Agriculture (see Appeiidix A). This communicition indicated that although
I the guidelines were not mandatory until January 1, 1971, school districts may
§ wish to adopt ther~ for use at the beginning of the school year. The purpose of
i \*"3 {¢ *
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arranging this meeting was to suggest to Miss Powell that school districts be
provided a more definite method of implemsenting the Amendments fto the
National School Lunch Law, specifically in respect to the adoption of the Junu-
ary guidelines. Mo this end, Mr. Lipner and myself offered for Miss Powell’s
consideration, a free lunch self-certification application, which implemenied the
Amendments. The form was prepared by Mr. Jay Lipner, Mr. Wade ERathke
(head organizer for ACORN), and myself, for use by the Arkansas Community
Organizations for Refor . Now (ACORN), a statewide organization of low
income people, affilinted with the National Welfare Rights Organization. Miss
Powell not only approved the form, she sent out a memorandum to every school
district in the state, approving che form and urging the school districts to adopt
the January income poverty guideline (see Appendix B) immediately.

On Monday, August 381, 1970, forty-two members of the Shorter Colluge Gar-
dens Commmunity Organization (an afifilinte of the Arxksnsas Community Organi-
zations for Reform Now) handed in ACORN School Lunch Forms to North
Little Rock School Superintendent George Miller. The group requested that the
district not usce Title T money, bui National School. Lunch funds for the school
lunch program. Millev treated the all black group with scorn. and disrespect,
constantly berating their efforts to.get luunches for their children and referring
to them at every opportunity he had to address them as ‘“you people.” When he
was handed the forms, his reply was, “Why don’t you people use.our forms; we
have forms of our own.” The school district had .yet to distribute “their” forms,
and did not do so until October 7, 1970, in Airect violation:of Section 245.5(a),
I"ederal Regulations. , . o ; - . -

I quoted Section 245.6(b) of the regulations which entitles every child to a
free or reduced price lunch after their parent had so certified, until- such- time
that ihe-schiool district could .prove with a fair hearing that thechild was in
fact. ot entitled to a free lunch. Miller responded by saying that L “didn’t care
what the law:said.” (see enclosed. newspaper clippings.) - . - - . -

I-offered Mr. Miller. and Mr. Crownover, his assistant, copies of the TUSDA

regulations issued August 81. 1970. Neithier of. them .were interested. :
. The second incident with the North Little.Rock  School District. occurred on
Friday, September. i8; 1970, when: menibers of. the Silver City Ceouris Welfare
Rights. Organization charged that their.children :were .discriminated against in
the schovi ‘lunch program .in the North. Little Roek school system. Mrs. . Nina:
Aldridge of. Silver City. Courts is a prime.example- of the, district’s negligence.
AT the tirne of the meeting only one of her four ¢hildren in schaol was receiving
a.free lunch. This is a direct- viclation of Mitle 7, Section 245.8(a). Code: of
TFederal Llegulations. Mrs. Aldridge also.charged that the child that was receiv-
ing a free lunch was forced to wuse special tolkens to purvrchase the lunch. This
is in direct violation of 'Litle 7, Section 2435.8, Code  of Federal Regulations.
Mrs. Aldridge is a welfare recipient: In the same income level, Mrs. Sue Kirsey,
who also lives in Silver City Courts and whose children attend the same school,
had not (as of Sept. 18) even received an application for the lunches. School
Superintendent George Miller denied that the federal government would pay for
expenditures from September to January stating,; “I've dealt with tlL. government
a long time aund they’ve mever gone back and paid for what’s been dvne.” He
admitted that he had not distributed the forms or guidelines. or information on
fair hearings, stating. “I have found out this about human nature, if you dis-
tribuite a4 form to everyone, then everyone is necdy.” This is a direct violation
of Scction 245.6(b), which requires the school distriet to distribute information
concerniig school lunch eligibility, standards and appeals procedures, in addition
to school lunch forms. in the beginning of every school yesr. In a state like
Arkanasas, with 50% of -the population below the poverty level, many poor people
are loosing au iinportant necessity for their children because of the attitude of
school officials such ns George Miller.

The third confrentation (and I can use.no other word) with the North Tiittle
Rock school district occurred when I-accompanied thirty members of the ISnast-
gate Terrace and ¥Femlock Courts Community.  Organizations -(beoth afliliates of
ACORN) to the North Little Rock School Administration’s office. Miller wallked
out on the groups, told me to shnt up when I again cited. the law, and both be
and his assistant invited me to “step outside and scttle.”” Mr. Lipner and
STr. Rathke succeeded in quoting the regulations o Supt. nliller.. but Miller. left
to call the police for our ‘“intrusion’” into. his office. Miller and Crownover .point-
edly and repeatedly denied that the laws were in effect, despite the ract that
Mr>r. Lipner. Mr. Rati.ke and I, along with community spokesmen, quoted the

e i o 1 26 e e o A b o s

T W e e e




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

2234

Yegulations as being &ffoctive upon publication in' the Irederal Registeir. Publica-
tion took place on Sepicmbed 4, 1970. To this day theré' are children in INorth
Little Rock’ who go without a lunch every 'school day because' Miller refused to
acknowledge the law.: : e B S : K e e o

An excellent example of the frequent recalcitrance ‘of ‘local’ school districts to
provide free school lunches tc eligible low income children is the dispute between
ACORN and the INorth Little Rock school district concerning when the new
regulations become effective. As vou know, everything in the new reguiations is
in effect, as of publication ii: the IXederal Register, September 4, 1970, except
for the minimum income guidelines wlich are optional, until January 1, 1971.
In all meetings between ACORN and thie North Little Rock school officials, they
have individually and in unison stated in private and to the press that the new
reguliations, in whole or in part, do not go into effect until January 1, 1971.
‘Fhey have persisted to this line despite constant rebuttal, including direct refer-
ence to the rFederal Register, and a telegram from Mr. Gerald Cassidy, Special
Counsel of Senate Select Committee omn Nutrition and Human Needs. :

In the Little Rock School District, about “eighty members of the Granite
Mountain, Highland Courts, and East Iind Welfare Rights Organizations (aff-
liates of ACORN)  met with Littie Rock. school officials. Spokesmen for the
groups, NMrs. -Rose Washington, Chairman: HEast ' End - WR\), Mrs. Barbara
Hampton, Chairman  Granite Mountain WRO, and Mrs. Rosetta Lewis, Co-
Chairman Highland- Courts WRO, charged discriminzation in the administration
of thlie school iunch program. The groups cited' examples of two mothers preserit
that had four children in school, two who were receiving free lunches and two
who were not. The Assistant School Superintendent responded that there were
no violaticus that he knew of, and that the money for school lunches: was not
there. He did, nevertheless, agree to process the ACORN school lunch forms. -

On Monday, September 28, 1970, Miss Ruth Powell, State School Lunch Direc-
tor, in a press statement. stated that USDA was still working on the guidelines,
despite the fact that the guidelines were already publisheéd in the Federal Reg-
ister, September 4, 1970. Superintendent Miller catagorically refused to adopt
the expanded program until -the - school district has supplemental funds. After
Miss Powell’s letter to school districts in which she urged the school officials to
use the new guidelines, she stated to the press that *“‘she could not blame school
boards for not adopting the revised program without the new guidelines:” :

- Tlie ‘school ' lunch program has ‘become an issue of some’ magnitude ‘in’ Pine
Bluff and Texarkana, Arkansas where community groups are demanding that
school officials stop' spending ''itle' I funds for lunches and start giving all eli-
gible children lunches through National School Lunch "Act funds. The groups
are organized hy ACORN with technical assistance provided from tlie Food
Researchh and Action Counvil  (FRAC), N.Y., N.Y. and The Children’s Founda-
tion, Washington, I>.C. But the reluctance of school officials to comply with the
law is not confined to Arkamnsas. or even to: the South. ACORN.: FRAC, and The
Children’s Foundation has received letters from low income p22ople all over the
country. The poor implementation by- the state and local ~fficials is further
aggravated by lack of direction from:federal agencies and iridiiference of federal
officials. : o

Wlhen community groups first became interested in school luneh orograms, ¥
wrote a letter to Secretary of Agriculture Mardin requesting that UJS DA spel’
out more clearly thé reimbursement rates to local schools. The letter was writteL
September 10, 1970 ; I have yet tr —~eceive a reply. - ”

At one point when Miller den: the law was in effect, I advised local reporters
to call Assistant Secretary of Agriculture Richard Lyng to verify that there was,
in fact. a Federzl Code of Regulations, and that it was, in fact, in effect. The
printed response was a masterpiece of ‘“hedging.” Lyng feigned ignorance that
the reimbursement rates svere 100% up to 60¢ per lunch. Despite the: fact that in
Section 210.11(d) of the Regulations Lyng signed, it states that, ‘the total
reimbursement for general cash-—for food assistance funds and special ecash
assistance shall not exceed 60 cents (12 c¢ents from general cash—~Ffor food
assistance and 48 cents for special’ cash assistance) for 'each Type A . lunch
served -free or at a reduced price to children meeting the school’s approved eligi-
bility standards for such lunches.” . . : - : : ‘

I have written two ietters to USDA with absolutely no response (see Appendix
C). USDA has not sent any explanation ‘of their ‘regulations, no statement of




2235:

“pl‘lfncipl_e.,change_s in schopol lunch law,” no- hack-up. on .the regulations, and nhas.

provided little direction o State School_;Lunch..Directo,Ijs. S P o .

USDA has issued regulations to school districts that require them to dis-
tribute policies in September that they are not required to formulate until the
end of October. They have written a provision for seli-certification, Luit none
for forms other than those provided (or uoct provided) by disinterested school
officials. USDA has sof up “paper” appeals procedures; they have claimed that
they want to deldy heuw. ings on the regulations until ialer so that the program
could be implemouted to feed Doorx children. But they have not assisted in Feed-
ing children. UST>A has not elaborated on the following points which need to he
cleared up for local officials s ]

1. The appeals Drocedure—if school districts don’t provide lunches, the pocr-
people aré forced to: appeal, thus (a): lessening the effect of having the
“burden of proof” on, the school offirinlg, and (b) having the poor person:
#ppeal to the sume people that turned them down .initially. _ . .. -

*2. The income poverty: guidelines—the fact that they are the floor, and not
the ceiling, for providing free lunches.

:8." Distribution of. forms—that forms may not:kave been distribizted by local
officials, and that USDA has yet to approve awny form for' nationwide ‘dis:®
tribution. This still leaves the Dower in the cominunity over whether that
community «will or:iwill rot comply: withithe'law at ‘the complete ‘whim of

R TS ST R T Ry R R PRt SRR e .,

v+ local officials, o0 s on ; K M RAE S Tt

4. - Make'any differentiation ‘in -incomé guidelinés over' free ‘or reduced price
lunches DR

6. 'Reimbursemert  rates—the. fact that ‘the .

i 1009 or:60¢ per Iurnchy ©70 srer v s . ST -

s USIDDA - Has:left: an inexcusable communicdation’ gap ‘between - all’ concerned &

disttict can be reimbursed up to

B

APPENDIX A-'° ' : )
- ; Y IDEPART MENT :OF Epucarion, -

B R R F R CRTNRL I N SO TR SO et LARElE ok, Arlk., A g

To. :.:- Superintendents ‘Operating: School . ,unéh Program L

From.: “Ru'th Powell; :Director . School 'H'ood Services; o6 e i

Topi¢: Income s Poverty - Gui delines . for-Deétermining Hligihility  for  Free'' and’

v Reduced Pricde Luanches i win A I T ER R o

‘AS you: ‘no:doubt:know; ‘amendménts ade ‘to’ the National ‘Sechool:Tineh Act
require ‘that: schools nation-wide use a family size income level for ‘determining
i eligi,.ility for free or reduced: vrice:lunches.::-::r: - L R e
B The amendments ‘require::tliat -y¥ou report-to -us by:-October 1; the -number of -
v . chiildren in:your:schodl district-who. are elicible for free or reduced’ pr: Iuanches
along xv'ith.th‘e:humber-receivingfree*o':reauceﬂ pribe‘lllnches.onr this reason,
we thought that you woulu need this information prior to the opening of school.:

You will' note that the law. does not require that this family --ize income level
be used prior to January 1, 1971. Since most administrators liite to begin the
scheol year with the regulations. which they expect tec use throughout the school
year, it is strongly recommended that thig family size income level be used-
when school opens. This a2 insures lunch throughout the school yYear for all
children: : o ’

We cannot tell you at this time whatl the rate of reimbursement will be for
the next school year, however all'indications are ‘that we will be able to pay a
higher rate than that paid during the last school year. This inforniation_ will be .
rushed to you as soon_ as it is available.: TThe appropriation has passed both
houses and is in conference. We are most anxivus to have the information: on
funds for next year before school starts since operating on a continuing resolu-.
tion would' 'be particularly difficult this year- due to so many ‘changes in the’

1l £

schools'in the state—changes'in name and enrellment. - ¢ .

. : .. APPENDIX B .. Lo : ' :
INCOME:‘POVERTY GUIDELINTS TFOR DETERMINING - .
ELIGIBILITY FOR FREE AND REDUCED PRICE LUNCHES

Pursuan - Section 9 of the National Sch'()61 Lunch Act, as amended (4'2:‘

R L N

E T‘ C £ U-S.C. 1758, P.L. 91-248), the income poverty guidelines for determining clis
FRIC 1 e _
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bility for frec and reduced price lunches in National School Lunch Program and
~commodity only schools are prescribed, as of July 1 1970, as follows:

48 States,

District of

Columbia, and

oufiying
Family size . aréas 1 Hawaii Alaska
__________________________________________________________ $1, 920 $1, 210 $2, AQU
_________ . 520 2,90 3,159
3,120 3,590 3,900
__________________________________________________________ 3,720 4, 280 4,650
_________________________________ 4,270 4,910 5, 340
N 4, 820 5,540 6,025
- . 6,115 6,650
- 5, 820 6,390 7.275
nal family member - 0 520 560

T ‘‘Qutlying Areas'’ include the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, Virgin lslands.:American Sainoa, and the Trost
Territory of the Pacific Islands. . ... .. . : :

Begxnnxng January 1, 1941 thb 1ncome poverty guldehnes set fortlr above are
the minimum family size annual income levels to be used by localssc¢hool food
anthorities in establishing cligibility for free  -and reduced price .lunches in
schools.

The income poverty guidelinex are based on the latest statistics, as of July 1,
1970, or poverty levels reportecd by the Census Bureau’s Current Popu.latxon
Reports, as directed. by :Circular No.. A—46: of the Bureau of the Budget dated
June 17, 1970. Vaxiiations for Hawaii and Alaska are consistent with.such varia-
tions established by the Office of Economic Opportunity in its Income Poverty
Guiclelines (384 Federal Register, Page 20431, December 21, 1969: 35 Federal
Regist. page 5948, April 10, 1970)..

“Income '’ as the term is used in this Notxce, is similar to that defined in the
Bureau of Census report, Poverty in the United States, 1959-1968, Consumer
Income, Current Population Reports, Series P—60, No. 68, Decembel 31; -19589.

“Income’ means income before.deductions :for income taxes; employees’ sccial

security taxes, insurance premiums,. bonds,; . ete. It - includes the following:

(1) monetary- compensation for services, 1nclud1ng ‘wages, salary-:commissions,’

or fees; (2) net income from nonfarm self emplovment; (3) 'wet income from
farm sexf employment ; (4) social security ; (9):dividends or-interest on savings
or bonds, income from estates or trusts or net rental income ; (6) public assist-
ance or welfare payment*s; (7) unemployment compensatxon, {8) Government
civilian employee or military retirement, or pensions, or veterans’ payments;
(9) private pensions or: annuxtxes, (10) alimony:or child support payments;
(11) regmlar contributions rom persons not living.in the household; (1‘)) net
royalties, and (18) other cash income.

~In applying these guidelines, school food authorities may consider bofh the
income of the family during the pnst 12 months and family’s current rate of
income to determine whicl. is the¢ osetter indicator of the need for free and
reduced price lunches:

DEPARTMENT OF EDBUCATION,
Liltle Rock, Ark., August 20, 1970.

To : Superuxtendents Operatlng School Lunch Programs

From : Rutlh Powell. Director School Food Services.

Topic: Application for a Free School I.unch .

The ‘enclosed self - certificatinon form has been developed for use with the nsw
School Lunch Law. Even ithough the regulations hsave n.¢ been finalized, this
form would appear .to be entirely consistent . with Congressional intent with
respect both to statutory language. and the regulat1ons promulgated . by the
Department of Agriculture. The proposed self-certification form provides all in-
formation necessary under Section 9.0of P.L. 91-248. and is intended to be con-
clusive proot of the child’s eligibility for = Tree lunch.

Altihvough the law does not go into effo.u urtil January 1, 1971, school districts
are encouraged to use this self certlhcatlon form_ 1mmed1ately and receive
federal reimb Jrsement. ) V

To.:

.25,
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APPLICATION. FOR FREE SCHOOL LUNCH

‘The new School Lunch Law (FP.L. 91-248) says that every needy child shall
ivexa a free or reduced price lunch. In accordance with the federal statute
5.8.C. 17868) and federal regulations (Titie 7, Sees. 210 and 245, Code of
Federal Regulations), I request a free school luneh for my children. 'l‘he guide-
lines used be’.:y are those prescribed by the Secretary of Agriculture (Federal
Register, Voi. i+, Ne. 153, Friday, August 7, 1870).

Names of all ¢kildren in school, age, and school

What is your income each month: _____._

From working (before dedustions) : $_____ - )

¥From other sources : $_ . ——.— From Welfare: $______

Find your family size on the chart. If your monthly income from all sources is
less than the figure given on the chart, you are e11g1b1e for a free schocl lunch
for your children.

Size of famlly P ) }
Number in family 1 2z 3 -4 5 6 7 8 8 1n 11 iz
Monthly income. ... - ooococcoam- $160 $210 $260 3310 $356 $401 $443 $485 $523 $550' $598 . $635

The information given’ on this apphcatlon is’ corree*‘ tc the best of my knowl-
edge. .
I certify that my childre1 are’ eliglble fora flee school lu.pch.

Name: _—____. —— U,

Copyright 1970, Alkansas Community Organizations For R\form Now, Box
G935, Little Rock, Arkansas 72203. All Rights Reservel U.S.A.

'.L‘lns form may not be distributed, altered or reproduced without the writien
permission of Arkansas Community Organizations For Reform IMow,

- C
ACORN,
- Little Roclk, Ark., Septembder 10, 1570.
Mr. CLIFFO¥D " EYARDIIS, )
Secretary ai Agigniiure,
U.S. Depért: et oF Agriculture,’
WWashingiton, o C
DEAR SIK:
‘1t the vagveuea&s ot tx 2

+ low incsmwe people in Asrkansas have expressed some concern
niéw regulations. of the Amendment to the National
nars of re "Arkansas Community Orgauizations for

onoorganization of low income people numbering over

Pl

Reform va (ATIC
six ‘hundred me TEare particularly concerned with local school ofﬁ01al’s reac-
tion to the new ﬁslatlon. We feel that unless U.S.D.A. point blank expresses
whether -ar not. tiie money for reimbursement to the school districts will be avail-
able if they 1.2 TLS.D.As income poverty guidelines in September, thousands
of children wii: go needlessly hungry. This would he a frustration of the con-
gressionul intent, ‘that every needy clnld be fed.

o et st ki
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I urge you to reply not only to my letter—as that would effect only the chil-
dren of Arkansas, but to publically declare: that money for federal reimbursc-
ment will be available to.school districts; if they use U.8.D.A.s income poverty
guidglinies in Septembér.., = F BT T TS P SO S L

. Miss Ruth Powell, thée State School Lunch Director, has already. urged. scliool
distriets’ to' use the new guidelines (enclosed is, a, copy of her letter), but many,
school boards have refysed because they fear;;that federal reimmbursement will

ot bé forthcoming. Please lielp Miss, Powell. to reassure them. -
Bread/Justice, ’ S )
S A T o GaAary DELGADO,
Assistant Director .

U.8. SENATE,
Seleci Comavittee on Nutrition and 1 uman Needs,
Washington, D.C., Septembder 16, 1970.

Mr. GARY DELGADO, s
Children’s I'oundetion Representative, .. . . .. e
A.C.O.RN.,
Little Rocl, Ark. - . . d e e e e .- : :

DEAR MR. DELGADO: As you know I "was a co-sponsor of the scliool lunch legisla-
tion that-became Public L.a.r 91-248. - T T e oo C ’ ’

Proper implementation of the provisions of this law is vital to the normul
development 6f the :mpoverished of oui aation and in fact is in the best interest
of all Americans. Therefore, it is my solemnn hope that school officials will enforce

the poverty income guidelines of the schiool lunch program in an inclusive matter,;

in order io reach all eligible children as Congress'intended. = o Fl
Good luck with your efforts. : Rt P LR :
Sincerely,

AT

[ I R P S T T

':Arka‘,nsas CGmmunity,:Ol'ggru‘zations for, Reform Ndw"--(A”C_ORN',).;_ -

' Little Rack, Ark., September 21, 1970.

Mr. RICHARD LYNG,
Assistant ' Secretariy, ¢
Waskhington, D.C. oo . . T - F
CAR. MR, LYMNG: I've, wx_-ittgn_,g_'lette,l;,tg_,_S,_e.cr_et_a}py JHardin, (dated. Sept. 10),
requiesting'that he publicize 'the Following 70 Lo 00T G ieite A B L
(a) That school boards will be reimbursed; at a. rate . not.in excess of up, to
100% or a maxininm 'of 'sixty cent§ d Meal. and’ ' ' '
(b) That the Federal Regulation, emcept for the income woverty guidelines,
: becume the Teap of, the land wpon publicati¢n in the Federal Register.
Thus far, I Iwuvew’t éven received a reply to my letter.
‘The Arkansas Commpunity Organization for R‘\?YEOI‘m Now (ACORN) preparad
a fact sheet for schiool superintendents and newspaper publication in which we
stated what the federa! regulations were and lho/v the North Little Rocit School
Board (and many school districts all:over:the -country)- ig violating them. We
even suggested that loeal reporters.call you or Secretary Hardin at TS0 A,
to verify the facts.. e T ot TE
‘In a recent letter to Senatow McGovern, dated Huagust 7, 1970, you state that
“To further delay the issuance of final regulations by public hearing and espe-
cially in view of the completeness of the Written comments we are receiving on
the proposed regulations would, in our, view, be a disservice to children o
can benefit only after local implementation.” Yet yYou did a disservice to that
local imiplemcentation. by refusing to admit to a reporter from the Arkansas
Democrat (see enclosed article) that senool districts could u2 reimbursed up to -
100% the cost of the lunch up to sixty cents. In section 210.i1 part (d). of the
regulations you signed it states that “the total reimbursement for general cash—
for food assistance funds and special cash sdssistance shall not exceed 60 cents
(12 cents from general, cash—fox food. asgietance and .48 cents for -special cash
assistanze) for edch, Type A Tunch served, free.ox.at a reduced price to children .
meeting the school’s app-oved. gligibility, Standards. for spch lunches.”.. - .
There is no excuse for the lack of public,definition from . U.S.D.A. Countless:
Schgol "Districts all 'gver the cowniry. are, refusinig o, adopt not-only  the new,
inc,omej—'p_'(jv_erty_",‘_‘."hide',lin'e§ : but also, all, other parts ‘of, the. Amendmenut , and: -
guidelines until Jauuary 1, ,1971f;—agiﬁ;{]; .Suspect ;some of.them may not comply. .

Sl L. N . R srodt it
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1 don’t understand the reluctance of U.8.D.A. to intervene in. loeal sclhiool dis-
trict’'s or even State School Luneh Director’s bad pohcms—“ hen' they are bad.
There is no polities to letting children go hungry’’ to avoid “political cunfronl,a-
tions.,” HUNGRY CHILDREN IS8 A o )LITIC 1 RDALITY_

In XNorth Carolina, Texas, Arkans i ot :
name a few states that I'm familiar’ i U"Tanch Program,
sehool districts are ballking! U.S.D,. Wing thiém ‘to ‘balk by not declarmg
that the Inw (except for the income I)vaerty guidelines) 1'; in effect no1w and bhas
been’in effect in'its présent state 'since the New Regul Were pubhshed in.
the Federal 1&8171‘5}‘61‘

Enclosed 'id a copy of “Forr
Arkansas Deon rt, 1 co ’
School Lun
Senator Mo Guvern to nie o

I realize that you prabably
school lunch law (rigbt here, in Pulas <1, Caunty ehildren are workn)g for thelr
liinelh) but children all oveir the enuntx
laratmn ffom 0. S 1. A Thanlr ymi very

ssoum, Just to

tele;phn' o
ﬂle q,rtmle

7

Szl - e Waéhing‘tén, n.C..
Mr.. GARY DELGADO; - o ) T
Littie Rock Ark.: N

In regard to your quex) on the 1ELent1y
Secs. 210 and 245, Federil-Register, .vol. 85, No. 173
yow that -they bechuie: ‘efféctive and” bln«ilng fisf of ;
Septembel 4. 1970, with- E-fx‘ce‘;itlcm of ‘malidat

Sehool distriet -has uritil the endi 6F October: to!submsit i
and reduced priced: lunches '‘but in interim' muss operat )

pubhshed SEhOQI lunch snidelines :
-I* ﬂm pleased to i 1f0rm'
I S

fYor
F4
RIS

| General Counsdl, Bélect Qommni

. : PR (Bv Marhn Kn‘by) : :
,Elghtean r951dents -0f Slmrter Gollese Gardens .amnmpamed by several He

RTE R

ey s Sharterr@allega :Gardens Gommunltv'f'
Orga,mzs,tx 11. 'l‘hey were: Drganizeda by;Wade Rethke aﬁdf(} 7 Delgado: and a
committee of residents. FeoT Toe
Entering the board room where thEeShorter group was wai
ously was irritated by the demonstrat B
“You people have o spakesman'@" 1le
! OrmSs dnam ,Imgk "’!’ Bﬁller, s:nd.x‘s Wed:&ve irgzrms ofour own.?”’
: a i)

the guestion sva, {-,,

il;er said T es inl,uﬁehes For: ehlldremwhm pai&zhmi tﬂ“he i

“to take up the slack” caused by school-lunch program had ac $33 00

SRR TR S STVIA R L A N 3 £ 185 2 BT 3 AR PR CE e 2 R

g awar;},sal that she’had turmed-inraitlong lab

were: éligible.” -but-she said.not:allof: them; rgcelwed ~fre

"Assistant Supt. Duyle ‘Crownoye 4 3
:]:‘;;e voma, sgi .sh

séid
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Crownover said the prineipals of schools were the final authorities on certifi-
cation of eligibility for free lunches.

Delgado contradicted -this and began to quote a federnl law he said gave the
barents the right to cértify their own children.

“I don’t care what the law says,” Miller said.

Turning to reporters Delgado said: “You got that? He doesn’t care what the

law says.”
Delgado repeated his contention that parents have the authority to ecertify

their own childrens eligibility.

“As of the first of Fanuary, 1971,” Miller and Crownover said in unision.

The Shorter Gardens residents gave Miller their forms and left. The wvigit
lasted less than 15 minufes. )

At a meeting prior to the visit to Miller's office, those in attendance formally
joined the Shorter College Gardeng Community Organization and most of them
also joined the National Welfare Rights Organization.

They flled out forms prepared by Arkansas Community Organization for
Reform Now (ACORN). The forms provided for the listing of all school-age
children in a family, and the family income. The forms also contained a chart
showing the minimum income as related to the number of persons in a family
for which children could receive free lunches. : )

The organizers for ACORN and the Arkansas WRO, Rathke and Delgado,
showed reporters a letter from Ruth Powell, director of school food servicesz for
the state Education Department, to superintendents operating school-lunch pro-
grams.” The letter stated that ACORN’s application forms were satisfactory for
use in applying for free gcehool lunches.

‘“Iiven though the regniations have not been finalized, this form would appear
to be entirely consistent with congressional intent with respect both to statutory
language and the regulations prcmulgated by the Department of Apgriculture,””

the letter stated. L . . S .

“The proposed self-certification form provides -all information necessary
under Zection D of P.L. (Public Law) 91-248, and is intended to be couclusive
proof of the child’s eligibility for a free lunch,” it continued. |

“Although the law does not go into effect until Jan. ‘1, 1971, school districts are
encouraged, to use this self-certification form immediately and receive federal
reimbursement,” the letter stated.

Delgado said that although the law did not officially go into effect until Jan.
1. the money already had been appropriated and was available for use by the
school distriets. B

The group issued a prepared statement ‘which stated that the national School
Lunch Act provides thiat school districts con be reimbursed up to 100 per cent of
the price of a lunch. with 70 cents Deing the maximum price per meal allowed.

*The school district must provide the children of all parents who turn in a
school-lunch certificition’ fo¥in" with a free school lunch, rinless (sic) such time
that the school district can prove by a fair hearing that the child is not eligible,”

the statement said. o .
less than $4,000 a ‘year.

According to the statement;. all persons with. incomes of
were -eligible for free school-lunches for:their children. e o
Herman Davenport of Pine Bluff; s’ representative of a group ealled Food
Aection and Research, told the group that the: ACORN firi:- 5 “arranged so the
school officials :don’t-have .to pry ‘into’a. family's ‘personal’ 8, :
When. it-comes to what you do on:y
business,” Davenport said. .

INCONSISTERG

. In a news release, the organization’ cited -
in:.the School-District:program-of provding freeor ‘raduced: pricde lunches i

this aileged instance of inconsistency

“Mrs. Nina Aldridge of Silver City Community Organization i an‘axample of

the hit and miss attitude of the: North:Little Rock School -District: She has four
children in school at- resent: time: One child is receiving a frée'school Tunch;
Three;a. ~ not..This represents: w direct violation of Title 153 (; ;
of Federal Regulations;: % P e Pt
“The c¢hild that is receiving a free lunch

purchase the lunch.in- direct! violation: 'of

Regulations. Mrs: Sue:Kirséyiiwho:also:
attending the same school as Mrs: Aldridge’s chi i :
. “Mrs. Aldridge’s child is receiving a free school lundh] Mrs! Kirséy's is'r
Yesterday, Mrs. Aldridge’s son got an applieation form . for free school lunches,

our Saturday: nights’ 11, -tlm't’s"yoijf B
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Mrs. Kirsey's did not. Both families are on svelfare. Certainly, with respect to
congressional intent, at least families on welfare should gqualify for a free gchool
lunch, as well as all low income children in North Little Rock.”

The Silver City group was the second to take a bus to Miller’s office to discuss
school lunches. Th- first, from Shorter College Gardens, met with him on August
o7, 3 ’ ‘ )

This week, a third group of residents, fromm the Eastgate and Hemlock Courts
public housing projects, took a bus to the School District office to tallk about the
lunch policy. Miller accepted lunch applications from the group.

School officialg said they had tried tc get further information about the new
sehool luneh law from the State Education Department and other sources with-
out success. - o )

Miller said that until the district heard something definite it would do the
bast it could.’ .

DistRicr VioLaTiNve LunNcm Law, Group Saxs

This “fact sheet,” prepared by Arkansas Community Organaizations for Reform
Now, was presented by National Welfare Rights Organization members to the
School District last weelk : -

“1. The amendments to the National School Lunch Taw (P.L. 91-248), signed
by the President May 14, 1970, provide a free or reduced price lunch to every
low income child in the country. : i

“2. President Nixon has pledged that all low income children in the nation
shall have a free or reduced price lunch by Thanksgiving, 1970.

«g NMiss Ruth Powell, State School Lounch Director, in_a letter dated August
11, 1970, to all school ‘districts  in Arkansas, recommended set forth the new
USDA minimum standards for school lunches and suggested schools begin to use
these standards in September. . . .

<4’ These guldelines provide a free or reducéd price lunch to every child from
a family of four. earning less than $3,720 a year. o . )

#5. Miss Ruth Powell, in a letter dated August 20,1970, to all school districts
participating in the National School Lunch Program, recommended adoption of
a self-certification form developed by ACORN and based on the minimum stand-
ards prescribed by the Becretary of Agriculture. ]

“g. The Agricultural Appropriations Act of 1971 (HR 17923) authorizes ad-
ministration of the National Sc¢hool Lunch Program at a reimbursement rate in
excess of the amount requested by the bill, thus assuring USDA that the program
should be administered as if the appropriations bills had already passed. )

7. The federal egulations eatablished & réimbursement rate to schools for
free and reduced price lunch £ 1up, to 100 per cent of the cost of the lunch up
to 860 per cent, . T . L IR i ' ’ .

‘=8, The new, regulatio: equire that um . € ) ]
lished in accordance with Title 7, Sec. 245, Code of Federal Regulations. Manda-
tory standards go into effect Janunary 1, 1971 Interim gstandards must be sub-
mitted by October.

49 Fvery 8choo

t minimum eligibility standards be estab-

gistrict  must distribute to’all parents of ‘school children:

(a) 'Tlge"’elijgibili'ty"‘stm:uiards’;“(b)f»Havv to make application; and (¢) How to'

appeal'a decision with regard to the’application.’ =~ = L
*10. The law sp states that poor childien, as a condition for receiving
a free of réduced p ch; cann dde to:"(a) Work r “their ‘meals ;

(b) ‘Eat at:g'different tim > atia ‘Glace’s (¢) Bat'a different meal; or’

{d) Usetspecial tickets or toker
use. . .
“North Little Rock has not:
1. Hstablished minimum standards of eligibility.. ..., .
«2, Distributed the nec gsary information to parents. ..
«3. SBet up an appedls procedure approved by the Stadte.
“4_ Distributed application forms to'all.parents. ;
5 - Acknowledged. that the regulations are effective
upon them’ by:publicationin:the Federal ‘Registi AE
6. Treated.low income:children: with' dignity-or respec
«7. Tried, to:save the taxpayera sof: North Littlé:Rock:a
the higher reélmbursement raté now available.itas = wgsed i
Insview of the ~w>regulations to-the Nationsl ‘Schdol ‘Lhanch Actt
renson for a school district not to give a free school luneh to every low income
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mediately and binding
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child other t

han the fact that.the school district has delibersiely:and with ‘malice:
decided not to comply . with: the law, even.when faced by. hungry children.

“Furthermore, money from Title 1. is, presently being used for -school . lunches

without exhausting availa bla,fund:s-f;,-’qm the National Sc;hool,_Lunq};;Act; These
same funds should be -used,for. school, -buaksy;tr&nsgprt&t}innj, and clotlking. This
r lie Intent of Congress and the regulations of the Title

Cepee.

. PR

[Froumi the "Arka] .Démaérat, Sept. 18, 19707
. el ... ScmooLs Cav Use Lunce Prayx

Bchool districts may partigipate now in the National School Lunch’ FProgram
and receive reimbursement for free or réducéd price lunches gerved. to beedy
children, but the districts are not required to participate wuntil Jan. 1, an assist-
ant secretary of agriculture said today.

Richard E. Lyng of Washington, interviewed. by telephone, said the bills au-
thorizing reimbursement for free and reduced-price lunches have been approved
by the House and Senate. However, he said, the Senate bili. containg a provizion
for appropriating an -additional $217 million for the school lunch-program that
is not included in the House bill. A R T P

Lyng snid that until the:two: houses 'of Congress eliminate -the differences be-
tween the two:bills,. the federal: Agriculture; Departiment ig operatinig the school °
luinch program under a joint resolution suth orizing ‘early -implemeritation of ‘the

program, - : N o

MOVED - FAST

cihand argg R I A S P .. foreen
Heé zaid the USDA moved “4s qﬁic_l,fjs'f;__“a‘ iviigé_‘;ijés%ilgly‘i could to get our regula-
tions put. before school started Bg that sehoold) that v ted to could go .ahead .

(and partiecipatein the program).”
“We have encouraged the states to

up Sn thisg” Lyng BAid.) “Many stat
Arkansasg Dx:

“fact ghéet”

$ible t Fear

din a”

. schiools for free's 1c
‘the Tunich Ub’to '60 dents. "
&1 dom’t think we pay that mu
ACORN 4156 made j ¢ a1

s

. The . 1 1 e -C ch
use family idéo levels s’ euidelines, For leterminin ibility | “require .
iperifiterderits’ réport to'the state IWaudntion Department by Oct. .1, J“the |
: of child ~ reduc

thia't ‘11
nuy; 1:

or reduced-

u of dren, in_your school district who, are eligible, for fr
¢ 1 1 With''the. fnumber’ réceiving fi‘fe@;'g" reduced;pri T

R HENEH S i RS ;syi'i~"=‘%:fr‘-Aiiiiﬂ-§; Fwoorgru L [ ; S
epce most administrators like. to begin the school year ‘with the regulations’
which they expéct to, rise thigu 1t, t1 hool, Ieall} it is ;ﬂ@nglgé recommended ;
) hen s. This 4 insu
N the-school year for a;
T GrhNHI ¢ mtiaged |
seruent will, be ‘for,
will \

§-also insures,

3.
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éruj ‘mothers. and someyof: their wehildren arrived sat the ‘adminigs ;

twa,chartered ;buses:; /The iwomeni were -residents: of Hastgate
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Terrnce and Hemlock Courts, two publié: ‘housing projects; They were accoin-
panied by Gary Delgado and Wud(; Rathke AGORn rﬂpre:entﬁﬁves g

MET !,'SY MILLER

The group ﬁled in rne ddlﬂlnl“itl‘atit)u hoard ‘Tobm’ where they were met by
George Driller, North Little Rogck scliodl superintendent. Miller! proclaiming
thnt he had “heard it all before,” collected free school lInnch apphcatlon forms
from the mothers. The forms were contained in small brown papér bags that had
been inscribed with the words, “Feed Our Children.”

‘Miller tried to dismiss the group with, “Thank you for coming,” and left the
room. Miller reappeared to tell them they could stay all day if they wanird to,
but he didn’t have time to listen to their arguments. -

The women, at the urging of the AGDRN represeniatives, nett ﬁled into the
lobby of the building and demsanded tha 2t qn emergency meeting of the North
Little Rock School Board be called.

INOTICE BEQUiREn

They were told that they would have to give the board two weeks’' written
notice to be put on the agenda. The women, again at the promptxng of the
ACORN representatives, asked for a list of the school hoard members.

Miller was leaving to get the list when a Neglo woman told him to hurry up
and get the list “right now.” . . .

He wheeled around and told her:

“If you're going to order me around you’ 11 have to get it with a court ovder.”

»* . L DoAe * £l #* . . =

The women restrained Delgado and Miller beckoned for him to “come on.”

A few minutes later Delgado was invited to step outside and “seftle this,” by
Doyle Crownover, assistant superintendent for ‘administration. Crownover ac-
cused Delgado of calling him a liar at an earller pﬁblic ‘meeting.

Delgado and Rathke argued that the school district is required by recently-
passed federal legisiation to provide all-eligible children with free school lunches.
The school officials replied that they do not yet have the funds, nor have they
had directives from Washington to ifaplement additional free lunch programs,

[From the Arl.ansns Demnexnt Sept 20, 1970]
Em.:['rr BESIDENTS DeEMARND. Frox LuncEes—TaEY CHARGE NDN-I’AZ‘INE )
'CHILDREN GET DIFFERENT TREATMENT

“About 80 residénts of the Granite Moiintain. Highland Courts and East Little
RaeL areas rodé three chartered biises to the 'Little Rock Schaol District Ofices
at Markham and Izdird Streets today ‘to demand that federal gu1de’hne% for free
lun(_hes fm- cLeu‘ ehxldren tq 'nsntute 1mmec1mtely.

r. P SRR and ¥loyd

Wash;ngton,

Langston assistant supen' Cer

chairman of the Bast Iond ehap!

that pcmr ehﬂdren on the dlstrlct'
ildi

he Elghla;.nd Court;s chapi;er-
The residents were accompanied’ by 'Gary Delgado and Wadge Bathke organi-
zers for the Arkansas Community: Organizations for Reform Law.~'Delgado is

b d s T

also an-organizer:fori the National: Welfare ‘I{.rghts Qrganiza ony

Schaoi*mstrmt Offices Plurd el

2 ha for by the Childr é Fuu dation,
whichihe gaid was:a natmnal 1au‘ndxa tion ~heaﬂquarters An Washingto)
dents, mostly women, carrie& empty pnper bags on -which hac
fifreée luneh"!r {eo2e L : v ez ! :
f M ¥

oEi ‘dhilﬂren In:fhe- s

*? ;Il,!ﬁ:e AEE R LR EE S
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She also charged that many children in the Little Rock School district whoe
are receiving free lunchesg are made to eat out of separate coleored plates, given
special tokens, and are made to stand in separate lines.

A white woman who refused to identify herself charged that this practice was
going on at Horace Mann High School and Booker Junior High School.

Jethro Hill, prineipal at Booker Junior High Schogl, and Edwin Hawkins,
principal at Horace Mann High School, say children receiving free lunches are
not distinguishable fromm those paying for their lunches. '

When asked if those receiving free lunches used a different lunch token, stood
in a separate line, used a different colored plate, or were singled out in any way,
the principals answered with emphatic no’s.

Hill explained that paying customers place orders for lunch  tickets in the
office du the morning. During the home room pencpd lunech tickets are passed
out to both free and paying lunchroom customers. “INo one can tell,” said Hill.

At Mann, students pay for their liinches as they enter the cafetena Hawkins

says the lunchroom supervisor knows who the students are getting free lunches
and let them pass. A tabulation is kept in the lunch room on the number of free
lunches served, and student’s names are checked off as they enter.

“We try our best not to emphasize them,” said Hawkins. He said tke school
had some problems last year with a Ne:glmorhooﬂ Youth Corp worker, who
would collar students receiving free lunches and ask ‘“‘you got a ticket.”

Fair told the residents that although’ legislation for a new free lunch program
hes been approved by Congress, allocations of funds have not been BEducation
Departiment guidelines for admlnistennrz the funds had not yet been raceived.

Jay Lipner, a Legal Aid Bureau attorney who also accompanied the group,
m_lxnawledged that money had not yet been made avallable but argivzsd that the
district would be reimbursed for the additionsal lunches, and thercfore should
begin the program immediately. ) . . .

Fair replied *‘we have had expérience with these kinds of bills before.” He
aaid the district had faced a “‘similaxr. situatiqn when it began its Neighborhood
Youth l’ruglam. . .

“We can’t do anythlng until the state tells us hDW much money we have,” Fair

anid.

[From the Arkansas Gagetlte, Sept. 28, 1970]

AT LEAST A Z2-\WEEK WAIT ON LUNGE GUINDELINES KXPECTED, OrrFIciaLs ToLp

It will be at least two weeks before the release of federal guidelines for ad-
ministering the new free school lunch pra'ﬁrram, \Tr:u-th Little Rock school officials
learned Thursday.

. -Andrew . Power; assistant superintendent for. education projects of the
North Little Rock.District; and: Doyle Crownover, assistant superintendent for
admlnlstration. learned tlns when théy met with ’\IissRﬁt’h Powell, sf:ate direc-

for the 1evised program, whmh goes lnto Pﬁeet natmnally Janua ry 1.

Miss Powell said that the United States Agrmulture Department which funds
: was stilt working on the guidelines.

Interpretation of the existing guidelines has varled between sehool Gﬁmals
and:at least.four neighborhood citizens groups, who have visited the school ad-
ninistrative offices seeking immedjate 1mplementaﬂﬂn of the. expanded proglam.

- -BOARD \YAI’SING FQR FUNDS, GUIDELINES

B The School JBoard, on the advice of Superintendent George . II. Miiler has
declined to adopt-the. expanded school - lunch programiuntil it has the federal sup-
plemental: funds and: guidelines. The residauts have. argued . that. the . District
would be relmbursed for expenditures if it adopted the program now- mstead of
Waitlng until-'January, 1, :'when: the. Distriet will be .required to adopt it.:

~Meanwhile;: the «Distnet conhnuea to oﬁer the fréa Iuneh pragram under the
ald giildehnes.,. : G B

In an interview Fr day, M’. 32 Powell sald that she cculd nnt “blaule" schon]
boards;for not.adopting:the-revised:program ;without :the -new.:guidelines or: the
assurance.of: funds.. Asked: if .the Districts; would be'reimbursed for .the free
lunches if they began now, she replied, “'I'hey will t.a reimbursed until ¢he money

rung out.”
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Crudup, a studen
" 'Mrs."Martin, Mrs. Rainey; Mis

MISE POWELL MEETS WITH USDA OFFICIALS

Miss Powell met earlier in the week in Dallas with USDA officials from
Wasghington. ) e

The guidelines will explain administrative details, procedures to enroll chil-
dren, an appeal procedure for the program have been approved by both the Sen-
ate and the Xouse of Representatives, but a conference committee has yet to
decide on the exact amount that will be released. Miss Powell zaid last year’'s
program was not funded until January, but it also reimbursed schosls baclk to
the beginning of the school year. ’ B

She said the new gnidelines were necessary becausn of the various interpre-
tations of the law. She said the federal lawyers aad the lawyers of poverty aec-
tion groups apparently disagree on the law. Since thie Natioual Sechool Luneh
Program is audited by the Office of Inspector Gerieral, **we have to go by what
their lawyers say,” she gaid. L i .

In North Little Rock, residents have been organized under the Arkansas Com-
munity Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN). ACORN’s organizers, Gary
Delgado and Wade Rathke have argued that the Bourd should begin the program
immediately. . ’ ) C o .

[From the Arkansas Gazette, Oct. 8, 1970]
NorTH LITTLE RocK: LUNCHES WITHHELD SUIT CONTENDS

A suit was filed Wednesday in federal District Court contending that the
North Little Rock School District is not broviding free linches to some poor
children who are eligible for them under the School - District’s eligibility
requirements. R :

The plaintiffs are the Arkansas Qommunity Organization for Reform Now

(ACORN) and the parents of eight school children. The suit was filed as a class

action in behalf of all poor school ¢hildren in the district.

The suit alleged that all eight children came from. families whose income was
low euough to_qualify for free lunches under thc Sehool District guidelines. It
said that seven had applied for Free lunches but Had been turned down and that
the mother of the eighth had never beéen notified by the School District of the
right to apply for free lunches. T S e ) .

* SBuperintendent George Millér =aid he would investigate the complaints. “As
far as I know we have been applying our regulations equitably,” Miller said.’
- The suit alleged ‘that the School lriktrict used différent criteria tc determine

eligibility for junior and senior high school students But Miller said the criteria

was the same for'them as'for élementary students. -~ | R .

- Miller is named 65 a 'defendant in the suit along yvith'the ‘School EBoard and

Miss Josephine MeGill;® director of food services ‘for’the’ 8chool District. -
The parents who filed the suit are Mrs. Bhirley-Aniy Maitin

] I irs. Juanita Rainey, on behalf

of‘a ‘grandson, Danny Broyts, a stud Jé Davis Junior Hizh School:

Mrs. Mozella Roilins, on hehalf: q ndr ‘Rolling, s stident at North

Little Rock ‘High' School’; 'Mr e Crudup, on bebalf of n 'son, Larry

Rose City Junior H 'Sehool, and M
‘Anthony -Svindy, s ide it I
3 oliin

children attending Lincoin Elementary Sehool ;

family incomes were’ 16w endugh o Hieot
mients for the free lunch
family. B oo -

Mrs. Martin alieged that the School Distriet had refused to provide free
lunchesg for all four of her children. Mrs. Rainey, Mrs. Rolling and Mrs. Crudup

said that the children, for whom they broight tli€ "&iif had béér dinied’ free
iunches, but that elementary school children in their families were recelving
them., . PR BT T N R T

Mrs. Everett alleged that her child was eligible, but said that she had never
received any information from the school Digtrict about tne free lufichprogram
and _had_not_aprlied. S8he said:lér only information. about free lunches came

de

District s

. .. ) TR
ed court to-jise . e 1’ officials

“on behalf of four

i
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' 1,421 TREE LUNCHES BEING PROVIDED -
- The School Distriet is providing 1,424 free lunches out of an enrollement of
~The plaintiffs also asked the court to order, the defendants to send notices
about the free lunch proge ju_,n,_:,1n«:1_ﬁppiicat;qx_‘l.forms;_to_ the parents of all schiool

c¢hildren in the District. R IR i I
Miller said this was belng done rhis weel, in compliance with a new federal
lasy that takes effect January 1. e said the law required school officials to gsend
notices of the free lunch program and application forms .to all parents and to
accept the information the pareints certify. on the form about their income. Under
the old law ici 3 i

school officials could investigate to determine if the parents had
listed their correci income, Miller gaid, . :

The plaintiffs also asited that principals not be allowed to sit on the panels
whiclh: hear appeals from denials of free lunch, eligibility. The principals make
the initial determinsation of eligibility, so it is unfair that they alsc sit on
the panel whieh reviews.the case, the plaintiffs alleged, . .

Miller said the Bchool District was still waiting on guidelines from the
Tederal Agriculture Department on impicmenting the new law. He said he
didn’t know what tbe guidelines would provide about who ecan sgit on the
appeal panels. A e, - o o

The appeals are now heard by a _panel composed of the principal, the school
social workeér and the children’s teachers, the suit said,

The plaintiffs are represented by Jay C. Lipner of .the Pulaski County Legal
Aid Bureau. Ronald F.. Pollack  of the Center on Social Welfare Policy and
Law of New York. nnd Philip E. Kaplan, a Little Rock lawyer who handles
many civil rights cases.

[From the Arkansas Gazettd, Oet. 19707
ApUrrs. SEEK: MOoRE HeELPF For LUNOHES
PINE BLUFF.—Twenty-nine aduits representing the. Welfare Rights Organiza-
tion met with dfficials of the Fine Bluff School District Friday -morning to seek
increased aid for the fres lunch program. T :
Herman Davenport, a representative of .WRO, said, 50 petitions were being
presented to the school administration to.ask for additional aid under Title I
federal funds. The protest was centéred on reguests for more specific additions
to welfare clients children in.the,school lunch program R R
The group arrived by chartered busg .and met wi school . 6fficials. for 20
minutes. They left ietl >..C, B,. Garrigon, superintendent of. the . Pine Bluff
chool Digtri a;Negrc?admimstrsta: for Title I funds, met

r -fed under the. free
for  further. . aid

c te 1 the reimbursements. dvailable nn
Jational School Liinch Tiaw (P.L. 91-248 fadérs
eral regulations. Title 7, Sec. 210.8 Code of Fe
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provide my children and all low income children in tie district with free lunches.

I further request that the Title I-§910 funds not be spent on school lunches.
My reasons for this request are the following:

1. Title I is a valuable though limited program. These funds could be better
spent on needed books, clothing, and traensportation for my children.

2. I feel that the free school lunches are sn expense that can and should be
met by the National School Lunch Aect, not Title 1.

3. Since the School Distriet Is now spending Title T funds for school lunches
when there is another, more suitable, federal program with recommended guide-
lines for that specific purpose, our district runs the real danger of being cut off
from Title I funding. A federal audit could find the district misusing federal
funds.

Thank you for your consideration.

Address —-—oo——-- —————-

City or TowD wccecee e~ ; Arkansas
Loecal Group: ’
Arkansnas Community Organizations for Reform Now (ACORN)
Box 695
Little Rock, Arkansa- 72203 .

Senator McGovern. Mr. Thoms? »

Mr. TaoMs. Thoank you, Senator McGovern.

The testimony which follows may differ someswhat from that of
previcous speakers, in that I will spenk about a cr}mmunlty that has
no school-lunéh program.

I am an attorney employed by Rhode Island legal services. My
reason for coming today is to describe the efforts' made by a group
of people in one community, the city of Central F'zlls, to estabhsh
a school-lunch program. |

‘Over the coursé of 5 months earlier this year, the issve was focused
upon and a great deal of effort W&S'E?pended 111 organizaticn and
action to find a solution for the problem.

I believe the history of this campaign will demcnstrate the interest

in school limches felt by s;gr.uﬁcant nﬁmb&ls Df peaple in a cltv wnth

ief desr-m tion of th ..“mty 1tself fallowecl
bv ‘an” cuthne of - the "structure ‘anc opera.mc:n of "the school-lunch
pregram throughout the State. Lastly I Wll]. try. to’ Dortray specﬂlc
cfforts made, this year t& [instituts” &' 'ﬂ‘ s

cessful; ‘but’ deﬁnltely not. abandgned
'”'Ce' rals Fa],l) ‘orie "of ‘39-c;1tle.‘s
| orZipereent
Iidpulaticﬁ i845,500! less ithan! it 'was ' 1959 ‘R though t]le
grown by 150, 000, to about 950 ,000. In the 197’0 census,
one of foiir to lose pbpulatlnn Bitice 60 Posiie s gin
e ‘If’welv*é ]gercentf of 'the' ioni 2
QSSIStﬂ.hCE; In Jul y71969

1 g st overil Square—mlle in'sizé: 1
But the development is vex;y old Onl
units “weré' built’ aftét‘"“ 950.
: vhrief 1960 ¥ensus Aghares: -

Ownerfoccupled dwelllngs P.re 25 per
54.—‘ percent"” ol P

Name e ———
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ITousing units with central heat—35 percent. The State’s average
is 71 percent. e ] '
Medium family income—$4,875. The State’s average is $5,590.
The number of families below $3,000 in family income—20 prreent.

The State’s average is 16.7. ‘ L
In 1968 there were 800 vacant apartments in the city; but a great
percentage oi those were in uninhabitable condition. - )
The major economic problem of the city is that governmental and
educational costs have increased, while the tax base has not expanded
and will not expand without imaginative and costly mnew ideas,
which have not materialized. .
The city made a request to the State government this yvear for a
d of, but 1ts uniqueness

%200.000 loan. This kind of request was unheas
did not persuade governor ‘Licht to grant it. ) )
The following is a brief description of Central Fall’s educational
systom : ' - o
There are seven public and six parochial schools. The total student
population is 4.500. or 2.5 percent of all Rhoda Island students. The
pre-pupil expenditure in Central Falls is $402 for all schools. The
State’s average is $552. , ) , o
. The . State. government’s educational reimbirsement level is the
maximum for the city. This is the only city in the State with the
maximum level of reimbursement for .general educational expenses
for the entire city. - ‘
17 percent of- persons over 25 have
State’s average is 85 percent.
There is no school-lunch pro

‘completed high school. The

[ gram in-the city, and no school has
facilities for cooking or diniing. .-. C e
Here is a brief dESCTiPﬁiDQ:GF the State’s organization of the school-
lunch . program. . Perhaps :Rhode, Island is unique in that the State
department of education is heavily involved in the school-lunch pro-
giam. For most programs in the State, the cost and control of
administrative aud kitchen personnel, storing, processing, and trans:-
portation of the food are all'in the hands of the State. These expendsi-
bures, pius student payments for lunches;:make. up-the non-Federal
share of the operation, of the school-lunch program. . , .. . .
~Theé State involvement ‘provid s consistency of quality, although
1ot -necessarily: of policy. gt;ﬂtiétiéally n 29 communitizs.there are
mly . State-5po ‘ ams.; In five communitie here. are only
Aour.others there ave both kinds

L

of operations, |

-Every public h
adunch program, Thirty:-six. igT-
tams.: 1407 'of 295 elementary. sche rve lun
~_In 1968-69, the Stdte-sponsored progr

ol sehpsjlzin?igiflé State ""ve:'céé ¢ that of C‘entra,l Falls,

38 or- ;i%fh -schools haye pro-
hes ' :

, , ams provided. 65 percent of
all lunches served in; the State.. Locally-operated, programs . provided
In t]iéi,QS’?"‘—ﬁS“'scliééf year, 166.schools, were; in. the . State school-
Iunch program, providing 528,000, reduced-price..lunches .out
I 1969-70, 189 schools participited the. State-sponsored  pro-
gram, and-in thess schools: 1,660,000 free or reduced-price lunches
out of 6,400,000. were served. : :

e s

7 o M50 G b s o

R . g PO s i . st



FullText Provided by enic [ .

‘reduced-

-.emembe.rs £

'- yln.litrtee 'Whlc

.: Arge
: schcﬂl camm1ttee meetlng, Gera.rd

2249

Thus, in 2 years there was a 300-percent increase in free and
rice lunches, Whlle the total number of lunches -served
increased by 50 percent.

X +will now describe, in 1bbrev1ated form3 the events that took place
in Central Falls in the effort to get a school-lunch program started.

Last fall, the present school committee. was elected. One of the
significant. issues on which scveral school- board members ran was
the initiatiorn of a school-lunch - program. ‘Those persons who sup-
ported such a program were elected. That is -where the battle began,
for many people in Central Falls, mainly - parents,- requested the
school commitiee for a commitment. during the Wnlter of. 1969-70.

The Catholic Inter-City . Clenter, of the Diocese of Providence,
cstablished a branch office in C"Bntz. al Falls. Xt was a project called
HOPE, which focused on several issues.facing poor persons in the
city. The most important issue quickly- chame school. lunches.

I will vecount briefly the series of Ineetlngs tha,t. were held in the
winter. of ' this year.- ..
© On February 12, a. E=rna11 frroup ‘met with the State sohonl- unch
sipervisor,” Mrs. 1\'_'[*1111‘een O’Connell, who expressed surprise that
the high school .that -was suppase.dly being bailt in Central Falls
had not yet:gotten off the drawing board. This school will have
school-lunch facilities; but: its: ccmplet;lon sonuld be several years away.
Mrs. O’Connell indicated that the state had been and:still was very
interested in seeing Central Falls have a program. She. provided the
people who came from’ Project HOPE with facts and ﬁgures E.md
an. outline.of a lunch prograni. . U

-On February 18, 100, parents met. with c:ther oﬁimms from the
state school-lunch office. Again the: progran: was: descrlbed_, and- rr-uch
interest was generated. from the meeting. .’
POl B ebrua.rv 20, another smsall: group Wen.t bac]; to the State
‘school:lunch . oﬂice w1th ‘more; questmns, and rec‘e:ved :more. d_etalled
mfﬁrmatlan., s T P T I E e Ny

« O the' 24th of February, 1(3(3 parents met=w1th the i rhool com-
mlt.tee and State: sehool:lunch-officials.. The: meeting . produced much
debate concerning the-néed-for and- cost of a program;. parents -were
on both gides ¢f the issue: The schcml Qmm:lttee’ 5 reserved
1;1 expressing concrete views!'t" i .

- Fesentially;- the! schoa!.i}unch issue -was: ,dodged by the ,commlttee.
'I‘he members [Wera. reluctant  to. consider; sj e, pro Qs:ﬂs,

During the next few wee.ks
F7 tl;e i Is

peclﬁe ] propi‘l_ ,

1eetings.. - O Ap
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‘on . e committee’s effort to establish the cost of .a program. The
report stated that the city itself would have to .contribute several
thousands of dollars, which were not available, in order to start a
progrom. The supporters-of school lunches vigorously contested the
committee’s facts, assumptions, and conclusions, without success.
A vote to takis .the school lunch question for, this year passed
unanimously. ' ' S e E :

" On May 4, the school committee met, and considerrd new pro-
posals briefly. Through the efforts of Senator Pell, the office of
Economic Opportunity offered Central Falls $5,000 to start a break-
fast program for the balance of the year. It was refused.

Another offer, based on OED proposals, of $20,000 to start a
school-lunch program was also refused by the committee. :

This was perhaps the first time in the history of the State that
money without strings attached was completely rejected; the refusal
was iromnic in view of the clearly established interest and need.

At the end of the school year, an extraordinary and contested
campaign had resulted in little concrete success aside from the
mmtangible benefits of citizens having organized to confront the
system. Several individuals and project hope staff people came to
Rhode Island legal services in late May seeking a legal solution.
‘Up to this point, we have negotiated with the. School Lunch Office
of the State Department of Education, and have reached an impasse.
The Department will ‘not: take affirmative steps ‘to establish' a pro-
grem in the only commpunity in the State without one. :

The legal issue at present is whether or not the State’s involve-
ment in virtually every other commurnity compels it to take affirma-
tive action in Central Falls, despite the reluctance of the financially
overburdened city itself to apply for a program. .- .« . .
_.'We are presently: discussing with - our ¢lients ‘the advisability of
Jitigation in ‘Federal Court. i%hatever -results from'legal: action, if
it is talren, will not solve the greater problem of carefully ensuring
that federal fodd progfams-are fairly'administered and ful ly'ifun‘deciz.
Itris torbe hoped:ithat: this committee 'will continue to ‘operate as

# forum for continued strengthening of such programs.
-'Thank you for-the -oppertunity to bé here.:-: = 1o oo

Senator McGoverx. Thank you, Mr. Thomsy -7 7 N
~Mr. uqua),’ have %011 ;obsarved. that considerable. confusion about
the newschoolslunchi'regulation’camong local-officials ad::to.-when
they think:th : oS resrin endy saeirest

go'lintoseffect #:

“them

Hesenle  isFused
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Mr. FuqQua. In this particular system where the application form
came from, they do not use an income scale. I don’t Imow how they
determine it.. That is our basic point of difference with them-—how
do you determi=ne Whlch children in; this system. you are going to
provide a free or reduced-price lunch to?

Senator McGoverxn. Do most of the’local districts, so far as you
know, use the $3,700-income scale established by USDA ? :

Mr. Fouqua. I beheve most of therﬂ are. generaﬂy usnlg that scale

at this point.
Senator McGoverr. Mrs. Hurley, 1. was Wondermg, in  connection

with the suggestion you made about. really  taking extreme action-

to the point of a citizen’s arrest, were you aware of the story in. the
Modesto area that the two previous witnesses referred to, where a
group of citizens actually filed suit against the school board in'court

to require that-a free and -reduced-price- schooi-lunch program be-

operative ¢ They not only filed suit,. but .they won the case. Wme

you aware of that?
Mrs. H’L.d EY. No, I wa,sn’t. aware of that And that is a good thm!f

to do.

But when ycung klds are hu_ugry and you. have to work for. the .

court system, it takes a long time. And I am not willing to wait, and

my :children - aren’t. A.nd a hell of:a: lat oﬁ other. peop‘e are mnot

willing to wwait.

‘The people in A.mer;-,,a. ma.y be tmed t:rf hearmg of the hunger issus,
111(1 ecology. is the.thing to get into.. But., T a,m not tired of it.; And.-

I have-been hearing of it a Iong Fime... -
My kids are hungry,--and: other klds ‘are hungry. A_nd as f&r .asg

I can see, nothing. has been done .zt the.local, level.

' Senator McGovery. Do’ you see any evidence . tlmt the tTSD.A the ,
Department of: Agriculture, is ;working with ; local. school . dlstrmts_

and trying to get these guidelmes implemented? oot

- Mrs.. HurrLEY. ¢1- have :seen--welfare rights .groups. in. areas in
. People by theinsal\“s,,
first;:of ~all no information .is given: out.:. The. average. person on.

welfare:or low income- or fhey are-laid off becanse of the condition
n, get., a; free; or..

Massachusatts be able to get samethlngL don

the e¢onomy:iis;in. right; Im +do ngj: knﬁw they ¢

. reduced:price; lunc sy s
-+ The -inform&ation:is not o) 't;_ <
turn let:the.people t.hey select has ;—;thos@ frea,
dml’ti krmws Whatu to:do. /The ﬂlyntln_‘g

you get. any Kind. of ¥ Fespors 5
. Mr. Horeey. All kinds of ;-g;ses » glet:
the; ;procedm:e ;;whgre,iweg tryaito ';pj they game

. cqmes to: th,e' tbgng svher ”;‘WQ li&vg 30 pet ple Jgm_;lgi j;Ei

.....
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meeting and say look we are going to talk about school lunches, these
are the regulatmns We are SIIPPOSECI to be getting them. Nine times
out of 10 they will walk out or call the police or say something like j
the head of the department in  Chelsea says, “when the welfare ;
department starts teaching the children then we will start feeding i
them.? They are just not willing to meet with us on these thlnrfs

They know the money is there and they know t}‘ey are aupposed
to do it but in a lot of cases they just don’t want tc and thev Just
don’t eare. It 1= just too much of a hassle to them. ;

Senator McGovern. Mr. Delﬂado, you testified about one case, as
I recall, where the child:in the family that was: eligible for free
lunches ’but other children in that same family were not: I am not _
quite clear how that could: happen under the present: regulatlo:ns. !

Could you elaborate on that a little more? It wasn’t ciear tc me
just exactly how you thought that situation had cccurred.

Myr. DELGano. Actually it can’t nappen legaily under the present.
regulations.

Senator McGoverN. What ‘was the rat.mnahzatlcm for it?:

Mr. Dergano. The school oifficials are required to hand sut a form
and eligibility standards and an appeals procedure at the beginning
of every year. But in  this: particular.case they hadn’t been handed
out, new children had entered into the school system.and:had not
recelved the free lunch. That is '|ust what happened. It is a situa-
tion in which one of this ‘woman’s children was" ‘receiving. tha lunch
and three wéren’t because’of that t i‘ype of & progression. .

Senator McGovern. It was very clearly in:violation of the- regula—'
tions. There 'is anothéer ‘point that “you: made that:; I was not guite
clear on. What is the confusion that youreferred to: survounding
the regulations in regard: tothe timing in tire school year when local
officials' are supposed' to: ‘prepare ‘an d1str1bute apphcatmns, Whm;
was the point you were making there? i

Mr. DrrgApo. - In one seetion of the regulatmns, I thnL: it is sectmn
245.10 -of ‘the ' regulationsg;school districta are requlred to prepars,
(1) _eligibility: requiremeénts; «(2)-set up 'a fair: ‘hearing prnce lure, :
and: (3) a school lunch:form.: They: are requiredin:that section: to-
serid "that: ihformation’ out::te the commmunity rand: ‘publicizeit: in
newspapers at the beg;lnnmg of every school year: But:in: ‘a.nather*
sectioni‘of! th ’%regulatl‘ (245,12) they »are ractually: nﬁt‘a ‘equired

1 pracedures until» 2 mo * .l

Tor:ins a.n.ce, cth

o sk . oy 0




—

.- absence of that a lot of these programs would j
would be inoperative entirely or ‘at’least limping along on a level
- where most of the people that we’intended %

" outside the scope of L -

_mittee people with ‘arrest, or:other
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is the burden of proof or eligibility; is it on the parent or the poor
person who is tiying to'qualify his.child or is it on the school board?
What is your feeling about the appeals set up in the new law? .
Mr. Dereapo. The legislation, and according to . what I have read
on the legislative intent, especially in section 9, the.bw:den of proof
was clearly to be on the school distriet. But in_practical application,
if the school district refuses to set up an appesals procedure, the poor
person is then forced to appeal to the school distriet. If the poor
person appeals to the school distriet he takes that.-burden of the appeals
off of tho school district just by malking the appeal himself, and also
he appeals to the same peopie that refused him the lunch in the first
lace. So it is sort of a dcl%le jeopardy situation that a poor person
1z placed in. o BT RN AT . ,
3enator McGovern. I would like to ask this question to each one

of the three witnesses here. I think you can tell there is a growing

amount of frustration on the part of the members of this committee
about the difficulty that we have in getting. these regulations func-
tioning the way we intended. Now. perhaps: a lot of that fault
belongs on the Congress, I don’t know--: - . . - S

-Rat in any event -do,you think there: needs to -be a continuing
surveilluize, perhaps field hearings from time to time by this or
some other coiznittee of the Congress where we go into the com-
munities from time i time and turn the public spotlight on the
actual operation of our schucl lunch program and maybe on the
absence of those programs ¢ ' 7

Duoes that kind of effort help or does it mecan when we go In we
get a little flurry and then it is forgotten after the committee
moves on.

Mr. Fuqua, would you want to comment on that?

Mr. FoqQua. I think most assuredly that would be a step in the
right direction. Congress proposes laws and regulations, provides
funds, the intent is always good, I think, and then when it gets
down on the local level you have people who try to circumvent those
laws and regulations through some. philosophical difference of their
own, perhaps, or simply because they dow’t want to comply. T know
before we made contact with the Children’s Foundation this summer
we had groped around in the dark for about 3 years trying to find
out, you know, the workings of local school lunch policies; who did

_Ejl’ﬂ appeal to; who did you go'to; what did the law say. We didn’t
3 _%g,;;l_mgily, until- we ‘got their publication of the School
L et X think every community certainly should have access

".to that publication because it is laid. out step -by step. how you can -

know anyth
Tuanch: Bag.

possibly improve the local school lunch program in.your community.

. " Senator MoGoverx. I have the feeling, if it  had not been the -
- probing-of this committee over the last year -and -a half, in the
' ' 15t be frozen, they-

le that v to assistwoul
the program. ... SR

things,

La

be entireiy

it short of threatening local school com-
that:a Senate committee "
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coming in and keeping them honest, cqﬁld ‘be’ the ‘only thing that '
could prevent what is happening, to keep: it from “eontinuing - to i

happen. ) SRR T T e R
Mr. Dereano. T think T would preface my - answer by saying the 5

only support I got on any efforts in Arkansis has: been “from this
committes through a letter from you, Senator ‘MceGovern; and g !
telegram from Mr. Cassidy. T thinf that it wo. 1 ba a’ really im- ;
portant thing to do_ in a lot of the country to’ keep school officials:
honest, as - Mrs.: Hurley said. I think'it is & very important ides. - .

Myrs. HurLey. Another thing that would be’ important is may e

a bill similar to the Massacliusetts 'bill, 1504, foreing all schools to - :

have ‘a’schdol lunch program.  Because it is bad’ enough’ when theéy 3

have one and have to go through hell just to get it but the ones that

don’t have a program and 'den’t’ h"a’ve’{' school lunches, there ‘is nowhere
‘Senator' McGoveri. Thank you veéiy ‘much,’ we appreciate’ your"

testimony, éspecidlly your willingn to ‘come back this afternoon. 3

I want to thank' cach’ one of S e g

The committee will be adjou H

“(Whereupon, dt '8 p.r; the commiitte

4
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Mg. GLENN D. FoQUa,

APPENDIX

RocEiNgEAM CouNTY DEPARTMENT OF SOCIAL SEBVICEE.
Reidsville, N.C., September 23, 1970.

Hon. CLirrorp M. HARDIN,
Secretary, U.S. Dspartment oF Agrioulture,
Washington, D.C.

DEAR MR. SECRETARY : As Director of the Rockingham County Department of
SBocial Bervices (public welfare agency), I am concerned by the malfunctioning
of the National School Lunch Program within the Eden City School System,
Eden, North Carolina. T am enclosing copies of correspondence originating be-~
tween my office, the office of the Superintendent of Eden City Schools, and
office of the North Csavolina State Director ¢f School Food ‘SBervices for the pur—
pose of atating what tihe problem is and the aititude of those concerned with the
problem. Also, enclosed is a copy of the Eden City School Lunch Policy and
Application Form.

This matter has been previcmsly brought tu the attentionm of Mr. Hubert D.
Rorex, Director, Child Nutrition Division, United States Depaltment of Agri—
culture by a stal¥ member of the Children’s Foundation.

We were heartened by President Nixon’s promise of school lunches for all
needy children by Thanksgiving 1970, as stated by his nutrition advisor, Doctor
Jean Mayer. We know your: commitment is no less. We urge you to study the
policy, application form and other conditions applicable to the Eden City School
System’s lunch policy. If you find their policy not-in compliance; we urge you to
have the lunch. Jprogram brougnt up to ﬂ:e stamiards sei; by the Goggresg and

your department.

Sincerely yours, : ' G D, Fi;r
7 ] _ o LENN QUA,
o . Dirsatar.

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC INSTRUGTION,
Raleigh, N.C., September 15, 1570.

Director.of Social Bervices, o :
Rockingham G’t)unty, Reidauills, NJJ. E

DEAR Mu. Fuqua : Thanks for your létter of September 8, 1970 expreasing yonr
concern over the free and reduced priced Iunch policyin the Eden City Schools.

The new requirements and régulations to carry- ‘out. the provisions of  the -
. amendment to -tk

National:8chool: Lunch Act:-Puablic Law 248-91- do. not go .into
.- Ail school. uilli!tSehave been. advised ;o ‘continue -to

eﬁect until .Tammty 1,.1971.
1 "ed,

i Hd
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that we have a single indigent whe is not eating lunch in our schools. Thank
¥ou for the names you sent me.
Very truly yoursa, B
Joaw HouaeH,
Superintendent.

SEPTEMBER 8, 1970.
Mz. Joux HovuaH, :
Superintendent, Eden City Schaals
Eden, N.C. C

Dear ME. HoueH : Thank you for your letter of September 1. I regret, how-
ever, that none of the questions in my August 28 letter were answered. In view
of this, I have directed a letter to Mr. Ralph Eaton requesting his assistance in
answering these questions. If Mr, Eaton is unable to answer-or respond, I shall
Initiate correspondence with the Honorable Clifford M. Hardin, Secretary, United
States Department of Agriculture.

You will ind enclosed a list of children who presently recelve assistance
through the Aid to Families with Dependent Children or foater care programs,
Where rossible we have identified the school and grade placement. During the
week of September 21-256 we will contact these children tc see if lanches are
being provided. As for documentation these children are from familiea receiving
publiec assistance and further evidence as to need and kardship should be waived,

" However, f you agree to provide these children with a free or reduced price

lunch, we will =ssist their parents in completing your application form. At this
point we, therefore, regquest a sufficient supply of these forms be sent to our
agency for possible future use. o : .

As to yorr letter, “in.-the administration of the welfare program in my unit
do you allow welfare recipients any amount for school lunches?’, the answer is
“no”. Present - 8tate and Federal pclcy prohibits the inclusion of funds for
school lunches within a public assistance grant. . - -

‘Whether or not we increase our client group popumiation is immaterial, I repeat
my earlier statement that the Rockingham County Department of Socinl Serv-
ices has committed itself to insuring that every poor hungry school child is fed.
To that end we will leave no stone unturned. The matter will not be dropped
until we have assurance that welfare children will be fed a free or reduced
priee lunch. ’

Yours very truly,

o GLENN D. Fuqua,
. .. Director..

" SEPTEMBER 8;,1970.
Me. Rarra W. HATON, =5 SRR
Director, School Food Bervice, e e ’
North Carolinag Department of Pullic Instruction,
Raleigh, N.C. FRR VTS S i

Cameron Villa,
~rDEARMR. ' JDATO

ohn Hough, Superintend-
1 rolina. concerning- the : policy :applicable
oW were sent’a’copy of ‘this letter, along w ~
On - Septembe 070; ved a

' On uguét 28,

lunchprogram.

-8 letter to him:. I enclose . a copy.
1. respectfully-request’ your-opinion : € :
le/governs the determination’of whether o
titlod ;E;‘éeao; duced price lunch. 7 ...
e th gl , L
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FEoen Ciry BSoEoois,
Eden, N.C., September 1, 1970.

Me. GLENN FoQuUa,
Director of Social Services,
' Reidsville, N.O.

Dzar Mr. Fuqua : Yours of August 28, which I received Saturday, exhilbits a
spirit that one would expect of a disgruntled employer to a dissatisfactory em-
ployee. It was very “wordy.”

A comparison of the number of indigents of our unit with the others in the
County is irrelevant as our district has less than 50¢, on a per capita basis of
the number of indigents as any of the other units. The recormmendations of prin-
cipals and Mrs. Dunn for additional indigents to be given lunch without pay are
immediately honored by the superintendent.

If you or the members of your staff know of any indigent in our system who
is not being given a free lunch, I shall be happy for you to submit the names
with documentation for immediate consideration. In the administration of the
welfare program in my unit do you allow welfare recipients any amount for
school lunches? .

Mr. Fuqua, during these times competenit and stable leudership are essential.
If a public agency proposes to increase its clients, resulting in larger budgets, it
should not resent those who inay disagree.

Very truly yours,

k.
Q
4
&
4
E
i
&
.
1

Jorx HoueH,
Superintendent.

AvausT 28, 1970.

MEe. JoHEN HoueH,
Eden City Schools
Hden, N.C. . : o : ‘ :
~ Dear Mg. Housa : Thia will acknowledge receipt of the Hden School System’s
lunch policy. In reviewing the policy we find it extremely vague and confusing.
According to our interpretation of current regulations, free lunches must be
served to any child from a family whose income is less than the income for a
family of the same size as indicated by :
L Tl;lé school district’s family size income scale governing recelpt of free
unches. - o . . ‘

Question : What is the family income scale currently used for the Hden School
syatem in determining what children receive free lunches?

‘Question : ‘Are all schéol principals and other appropriate staff aware of the
income seale, and is it applied uniformly? . = . - .. . . T

In the matter of reduced price lunches, we understand that this type lunch
nmust be served to any child from a family whose income is léss than the Income
for a family of the same size as indicated by.: . . = .. . . !
" The sechool “didtrict’s family bize income scale governing receipt of reduced :

price lunches, . . L : e
Co sgtion rurrently used by the Hden School

“"'ﬁﬁ%ﬁ!’u‘uﬁzﬂ i 5 dae A.‘H‘}-b'mmhl—w“lnwmd s M e it g g
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_ A fourth point for consideration is the appeal procedure within your policy.
Current regulation is that a rejected applicant for free or reduced price lunch
may appeal to an otficial other than the original decision maker who rejected
him. Your policy indicates that the applicant must go through the same proce-
dure as the original application was processed. Chis appear. to be a time con-
suming process and children could go without lunch for days before this process
is completed.

We are aware that the new NSLA Amendments take effect as Oof January 1,
1971, and at that time schools must start using nationally uniform standards
and policies for determining eligibility and for providing free and reduced price
school xaeals. I have taken the liberty of sending your various sections of the new
NSLA Amendments which we feel will be of tremendous benefit to poor children
who need free or reduce” price school Iunches. Our department, and particularly
those staff members w}.0 serve the Eden area, feel quite strongly that the present
policy leaves a lot to be desired. I am sure other organizations in the Eden area
feel the same way.

The Eden Schcol poliey in comparison with the Rockingham County School
system policy and the Reidsville City School system policy is poorly written.
Above all the policy appears to me to evade the commitment to feed poor chil-
dren. Ag you know, the Congress made a commitment in 1946 to feed the school
children as part of their education by passing the National School Lunch Act.

You will note that a copy of this letter, along with your policy and applica-
tior form, bhave beer forwarded to Mr. Ralph W. Eaton, Director, School Food
Services, North Carolina State Department of Public Instruction. We welcome
the opportunity to discuss this matter in detail with you and/or members of
your staff. Our department is committed to the poor people of this county to
insure that every child has a right to receive a lunch in gchool if his parents
cannot afford to pay for it.

I welcome your comments and hope that you will be able to clear up those spe-
cific questions which I have raised in this letter. o .

Xours very truly, .
GreNN D. Foqua,

Director.

) . EpEN Crmrry ScHooOLS,
) FBden, N.C., January 31, 1969.
. Policy Statement of the Eden City School System in accordance with Revised
DUSDA Regulations of the Child Nutrition Acts. The Bden City Board of Elduca-
tion adopts the attached policy regarding the determination of eligibility for

free lunches, and safeguards to avold digerimination between the paying and
the non-payi: 3 children. The poli¢s includes the following elements:

‘We provide a lunch for every eligible indigent without pay: = .

Applieation blanks are available from the principal. When the applicition is
properly executed and submitted to the principal, he and ithe Attendance Coun-
selor investigate'the appleant for verification: -~ - - -+ - o o
...We vwant to know.: The size of the fumily. number of children of schoocl age,
X 1 ; ’ - income’ or. re

numwber working, ‘welfare. ray ment ‘'othe
When, afte : 1
ey Wl

CAfter: app
without pay:
short
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The ma—ager Keeps an accurate record of free lunches served and reports to
the Superintendent’s office once a month, giving the total number of free lunches
gerved during the manth. o

Appeal : If an application for lnnch without pay is rejected the applicant may
appeal for consideration again in the same manner as the original application
waa processed.

By following theue policies for two decades on a unit-wide basis the number
of children eating in our lunchrocoms has greatly increased, Indigents have been
fed, withoui embarrassment to the iudividual, and the cost has been kept to a
minimum. Our policies are being submitted to the State Department of Fublic
Instruction for approval, after which; they will be published.

The board of education understands the State Departrument of Public Instruc-
tion, School Food Service, has responsibility for monitoring the performance
through administrative reviews, on-site evaluations, and other means to assure
that determinations are being made in accordance with announced policies and
to assure that overt identification of any child veceiving free or reduced price
meales is avoided. )

Review, State Department of Public Instruction

K S S S o i B S B3 1 e i

" “HBoard Chairman .  Date

N ote to parent or guardian: There is no such thing as a free lunch!/ Someone

1. Our total income for the support of the entire family of ____ children ana
— ——- adults is as follows: ) ) )
- 1. Weekly salary of Father ____._.. 2. Weekly salary of Mother __.____
3. Monthly income from the County Welfare Department _ . ___.._._
4. Other income ______. 5. Total weekly income from all sources ____.__.
6. ?VVheg will the income of the fam:ly increase? ..... Decrease _.____.
Why? & st icsmmaEmmmmacmmemm e m e m—m e mm DSl L
. 7. If you receive donations from the Welfare Department, how much of this
do vou pay for school lunches? .. __.____ ... _________ e e e
II. Our reasons for ) :

must pay jor every lunch served. If you expect yvour application to be seriously 4
considered, please fill in honestly and accurately every one of the following blanks: 3

We hereby submit applieation for luncheés withuut pay for the following child: 3
Nameofchild ... .__-__ Age _.._ Grade ____ 3
Teacher _______ - 8chool %

e

III. Doesthe fi;t-nﬂy own a car?. Yéa -

IV. What ig-%oﬁf,mantMy;hause;raggf. :

.- Other school feea? Yea __ B ) G
he following reliable references:may be contacted concerning our:character,
rl; and our financidl status: (If-you are w g gure ]

employer,)-




LEAEKSVILLE TCWNSBHIF PUBLIC BCHOOLS

REQUEST FOR LUNCH PERMIT
TO THE PRINCIPAL:
This is to request that you permit my child, __________ whois —___ yvears old
" _ (Full ngme) . ’
to come home for lunch every school day

R SR s

and enrolled in the ____. ________._
. (Name of school) . o ]
during the __________ school term. I understand that I take full res; onsibility

for his or her safety after he or she leaves the school campus. I will also let you
know in writing if and when 1 wish you to cancel this permit.

Signed: __________.______ e
.. . (Mame of student) (Parent) .
Permitissued by ______ ___________________._._
i (Mame of Home Room Te- ~her)
Approved by —o.___ T — Date _______.._
(Prineipal)

it s A, il

LEAKSVILLE TOWNSEIP PUBLIC BECHOOLS

¢ REQUEST FOR LUNCH PERMIT
TO THE PRINCIPAL:

This is to request that you permit my child, - i e who is ____ years old,
. (Full name) i
and enrolled in the _____.__._._____ to come home for lunch every szchool day

(Nama of school)
.=---. 8chool term. I understand that I take full responsgibility

ety after he or she leaves the school campus. I will aiso let you
if and when I wish to cancel this permit.. e :

during the ___
for his or her s
know in writing

Signed: ___________.____

.. . (Name of student)" reaty - . - -
Permitissued by .. __ - __illIoo - T L

i . ) (Mame of Ho:
Approved by _.__________ . .

" (Principal)

) _ ' SeprEMEeEE D, 1970.
Me. GLENK D. FoQua, R v , s
Rockingham County Department of Bocial Services, 5

Reidsville, N.C. . e SOV Toel o
TEAR GLENN FUQUA : Our field representative, Robin Read, told me:how help-
ful and interested you and your .staff. were in our mutual campaign to provide
children from low income families with the free 8chool lunches the law says they
should. receive.. Robin.showed me your letter concerning Eden citieg school: lunch
policy and we. were both impressed by: you 1alysis . (my: own:stuffy - way .of
- saying “Wow !I"').: The school-officilals are certainly going. to have to revise their
thinking nd-policy ) radically in order.to comply with the law, aran't

PR, L. it B A5 3G Al il oo s bt it
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Tncidentally, in case theé Board of Bducation in your area is as confused as
many are in North Carolina about finances and federal reimbursement I think
that it iz worth noting that starting September 1st schools will receive addi-
tional federal relinburzement for free lunches even though the appropriation
bill is ::ill1 in committee. States can expect to be reimbursed at an expanded
rate from the beginning of the school year on. Congress has already told the
administration to spend what it says it needs to meet the President’'s promise
of free or reduced price lunches for all needy children by Thanksgiving, 1970.

One thing to watch out for would be a sechool board which out of reluctance to
provide free lunches tries to get away with offering just reduced price lunches to
needy children. Although under the old law, schools could get away with such
malicious shenanigans, the new law and the legislative history both say that the
neediest children will receive school lunch free. 7

T'm sure that Bden school system’s application form was so off-putting that
very few children ever received free lunches. Do you have any figures on how
many lunches were served free or &t a reduced rate? Also, do you know if the
anonymity of children is being protected? Any documentation or examples of
diserimination against needy children or identification of needy chikiren as
recipients of free lunches would be of interest to ua.

Again, my thanks for your help and dedication.

Bread and justice! - - L s . Lo

BARBARA BODE,
Community Coordinator.
- SEPTEMBEER 1, 1970.

Mg. HepsExT ROREX,

Child Nutrition Service,

U.8. Depariment of Agriculture,

Drar Mr. RoreEx: I know ‘you told Barbara Bode, the Foundation’s Commu-

the nation. o . - . - e
I am enclosing an application £orm recelved today from Eden, North Carolina,

and criminal treatment 'of needy children in the United States.

I don’t think Miss Bode was exaggerating. I think she undeiitood the diggraceful

Sincerely, - -

‘TJONATHAN ELEINEARD.
: U.8. DEFPARTMENT oF AGRICULTURE, ..~ - .
o .. .. Foop Axp NUTRITION SEEVICE,
O Washington, D.0., Reptember 8, 1970.
Mz, JONATHAN KLEINBARD, Rt :
“The Ohildren’e Foundation, .- - . o : :

-attachment thereto. I

nly .agree with- your observation about Barbsra’'s.
-uaderstdnaing;of th ot of. T :

aeeiych%ldﬁninthe Natior

‘Program reg
and I assure

nity Coordinator, that he was exaggerating the situation in communiiies: across -

Dear Mr. Kinrneamo: I appreciaté recelving your letter of September 1 and
The attachment -
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SENATE COMMITTEE INVESTIGATES INITTAL PROGRESS
UNDER NEW SCHDDL LUNCH LAW

***#**t***#*t#s;s*t**t
WITHNESSES

Rodney E. Leonard, editor, CNI

Weekly Report. and consultant to the

Children's Foundation. -

Josephine Martin, Administrator,
"School Food Services, Georgli Departmert
of Education.

© - Philip Neums.rk and Daniel . H Laweﬂ
AT e eI

en. George MeGnvern called for a supple=
méntal apprapriation for school lureh programa
sc that the int of Congregs to feed all needy
ed out by the school districis

LS il ot 2 e . S iS5

aerosg the country.’

His pledge was underscored by Sen. Philip
A. Yart, who said that $310 million more would bLe
required in additional funds, based on ﬂgures .
developed by Rep. Carl Ferkinag (D-Ky.)- CNI ..

carried the Perkins data In its QOot. 7 report.

. B o -

Aaslstam:e Mnﬁesta; Calif.

~"We have come a gm;d part of the way on . Gary Delgado, Arkansas Cnmmunlgy

!w*****tta:h'it:t-t*i“*“n:***

K ) L
DEE R R R Rk gx R 4““« ¥

the school’ lutich problem,' Mr. Chairman, and in Qrgnﬂizstinn for Refo Now. -
. the next few mamhs, I would urge that our Com- Mrs. Ka! Hurley, Community. Repre*—
' mittee coneentrate on finishing this particular job. sematx'w:. South Boston, Mass.
Let's make sure that. we-get the additional money - Glenn D.  Fuqua, Director, Dept, of
in the Supplemental Appropri tion bill; let's clear . Bpeial Services, Rockingham County, N.C.
up any remaining barriera inthe way of puﬁlng the Peter Thoma, Rhode Island Legal
food on tha lable 2 . e ..Bervice.
bt**tsttt*tt*smﬁv;iiﬁ
- one good meal a day !ﬁf every needy child in the. - . - States Cgught in Dilernras The; Didn't_Make

E

| nation bjf Thar’;};;givi re- Let’s really celebrate ]
‘ . Joaephme Mﬂrﬂﬂ t;»ld»th égmmlttee ‘that
states. are caught in a dilemma .child nutrition.

"Qn ﬁﬁe hamiqthey are told.tc melerxlléﬁt

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.
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{Continiued from Puage 1)

2. "Iow can the service and education
aapects be coordinated at federal, st ate and local
levgls to nvold the dilutions of effort through
,fragmentation 7"

2. "How can we be instrumental in helping
USDA pereccive the urgency of regulationa, and
procedures that are timely, succinet and reason-
able 7"

4. "How can we couununicate to the Con-
gress and the Presidemnt the nced for adequate,
available funding if we {collectiveiy) are to meet
school day nutrition needs of children ?"'

i 5. "How can we utilize the resources of
‘and cooperate with community groups to achieve
program purposes 7"

President's Goal May Not Be Fossible -

For the imim ediaté school year, however,
Miss Martin said that realization of the Pregident's
Thanksgiving goal would be difficult, if not im—
posaible, if the following problems are not resolved:

* Providing inférmation te aschool districts
regarding free and reduced prige lunch require—
ments.

* Directian regardlﬂg fundmg avaﬂahle ng-

_implementing PL 91-3248.° -

* Rea;fletians. by régulatlun. limitlng
amount of fundg pald per linech.’

s maﬂéquate non-food assistance funds,

* Need for annncLal assistanee for child
nutrition cuurdlnstur.

" autrition 88 vi

vide L 1
overlap. Parﬂeularly. regulations must be i&sued

to implement nutritianal educmmn provlslnna ui -
. 3 o

: ings belng i;ondm:ted ‘in Georgia to help hﬁplement
. the new legishﬂan.r sehml adminiatraturs gre

arc c¢stablishod, tho child mutrition progrom ef-
fectiveneas will eontinue to vary from school {o
aschool depending on the interest of the principal. '

-Assurances of Funde Needod Now

*She said the concern over funding is great-
er now than in Scptember, and reoquircs assurance
and positive action from the USDA that funds will
be available.

"Schoolz cannot provide free lunches that
cast 45 to 50 centz when the reimbursement is
less than 20 cents.

"Even more distressing, " Miss
told the Sensators, “we are now advised-that the
letters of credit for September through Oct. 1§
will be based on the level of funds available for
the same period in 1969; which will mean 30 to 40
percent less than anticipated under the 1971 Senate
appropriations committes bill, "’

Advise Schools of Funding Intent

The - Geqrgig school lunich director queted
a policy statement on funding madg by Rep.’ Garl
-Perkina, -eha of the Houge Committee on
Education and L r. - Perkins Eaid last mcmth- .

— e e "Whlle the House. and Senate (apprapi'f&-hcn)
reports have carefully provided for spending at a
level to implement PL 91-248, there is nothing in
the administration of the pfogram either in gulde-
lines or In re:ammendaﬂons which advi se states
of the posgition (that adaquate funding is going to

be provided). It seerna to me that states and dis-

tricts should be advised of Congressional intent to
fund at the level of PL 91-248. We cannot.allow’

Congressional intent to be thwarted by the failure
of USDA to administe programs ace;:rdmg to'the

wishen of the Congress,

i st i Do B
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Problems Stated: Recommendations Offered

"All evidence accumulating today indieate
atronpgly that, inatesad of having paased through the
worst part of the war on hunger, we. are approach-
ing a erisis of greater dimeonsion than anyane cai
imagine. "

So stated Rodney Leonard, who based his
conclusion on the observations that; The School
luneh program is not reaching enocugh children,
especially those whose parenis are poor, and
those being re: hed are not negessarlly receiving
adegquate nutr And, except for "the steadfast
I and the Co

resalute stance, concern over malm:tx‘i
hunger is dissolving in public apathy.'

Leonard quoted data developed by the
MeGovern co ntee as well as by the Perkins
Houge Educa! = 1
that the program, overall, is not e::pandmg as .
might be expected from the weight of mnore federal
dollars. . BN

More Needy Children Ths

Acedrding to ~ -onard, "state schacl fosd
aspvice directors ro¢ aried for the Perkins study
that 8,9 million children should receive a free or -

. redu;ed p:-;cé Lunch' using ehglbilit & da:fis

free lunches ou different colored plales; withhuld-
ing or threatening to withhald food as a digeiplin=
ary tool; withholding wages for furm work io pay
for meals; and using application forms which arc
clearly illegal.

Nutrjtional Content of Lunch Questionud

An analysis two years ago by the USDA ro-
vealed that more than a third of the lunches did
naot meet the Type A natritional requiremecents, |
Leonard said, which "raises a question of whether
the Federal Government was being defraudod, .. "

In hig elosing remarks, -Leonard, by infer-
ence, recommended:

" # Develop a program budget related to the needs of

local & munities;
* Plan at the coramunity and state level for ehild
feeding five yoars hence; .

#* USDA shonuld gather, ° anaLyge, publish and pro-
- vide Congress with data similar to the McGovern
and Pérklns data on which to base funding

people think chué!‘en like tq eat, or 8
* !nstit te (3 - EE?‘&ECH prng”’:‘ﬁ] 1 1] snaly ijd re-

. These éfe tha type af activlties. Leonard
stated, vwhmh are :‘elevant io the pautles of

are feeggmzmg. ‘And that is the real u:agéd
Just /jhep we are beginning to understand the true
inn of the prublem, the COBSPEEE snd the

R, b M . Sl NG i 0
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program in testimony before the Committee.
Danjel H, Lowenstein and Phillip Neumark are
are the attornies who in February won a court
action which forced the Modesto school board to
provide free lunches to every needy child.

A8 a result of that decision, the Modesto

an action which many persons suggested at the
time would be the result of efforts to obtain great-
er compllance with pfagfam cbhjectivea.

“The Calif l‘ﬁiB attar-nies quoted a state-
ant m.ade by Dr. Bert C. Caorona, superivtendent
af Modesto pechool that "The continuing fina

{ Continued from Page 1)
ige ioh and Labor Committee, and
said that "under the new law 70. 6% more children
will be pr ised the right to a free or reduced

price lunch" and asked, "What musat we do to
guarantee that right ?"

: © The Chairman poiantéd out that a 230% in-
crease in funds will be needed while only a 58%
increase is being appropriated for fiscal 1971.
He made it clear that he felt a supplemgntal ap-

. propriation will tie required and that "we intend

to. supply this funding'' so that the iutent of Con-
gresato Iaed &1l needy children can.be carried
trlcta aergss the :t:mﬁtry.

ﬂfkil!

participation by stateé aud Federal Government
is absnlutely es ntlal ti: “thae mamtalning of the
{NSLP) in the Mcu:lesta Clty S B ' and adding
that-the Modesto experience’ Ehcws ‘that schoel
boards will willingly participate in a program
that will feed every needy child, ; go long ag Con-
gress provides the necessary funds."

* ¥ ¥ ok ¥

Ct:nmsien éver Rega Resulic i Hungry Ehgdren
o : a8 Cammunlty

"An Di‘gEﬂizEf for Arkan
: ganizations for Reforr - {(ACORN)
group of low.~, ome families in Arkansas, des=
 eribed to the Senate the 1mpact of confusion over
school- lunck ‘palley on l‘amilies wtth ehndren in
school,”

= Gary Delgada, the or gan:zer who alsg is

. !h:ld repreaentative for-the Children's Foundation,

: said that: 8chool officiala in Littie Rock .- "have in-

<-,dividually and in unison gtated in priv and to

,zthe Pres, that the new regulatinna in whale or iﬁ
i.

o ool

schools dropped the National Schosl Lunch program,
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[From Neorth Little Rock Times, Sept. 24, 1970]

Scmoor LUNcHER: WELFARE RicaTts Grours SEEe FreEr Poricy;
OrFiciaLs Rerusr, Crre Costs

Another delegation of National Welfare Rights Drgamzatign members made a :
fruitless bus trip last week to the 8chool Digtrict administrative offices to urge z
immediate compliance with the new federal laws guarantemng free or reduced-

T s '“-h'e lunches to pupils from poor families,
Ti i T¥ was from Silver Gity Goﬂrts‘,; a pnblic housing project

tzd of oioght women and 1(]”#”” L

S GRS G AR BB kg

at 708 West Eighteenth Bireet. The aptemution <onasl
children.

Superintendent of Schools George B, Miller received them in the School Boerd
chamber and, from his usual perch on the press table at. the front of the room,
told the group:

: The distriet was not complying with the new law because it did not go into
eéffect until January 1 and because the state Education Department has been
unable to say what the rate nf tederal reimbursement would be to local school
districts for free lunches. : ]

The district served 189,000 free 111]1’(_‘11&3 last year and went $33,000 into the |
red with its .cafeteria program, mainly because it receives no federal reim- ]
bursement for ‘he free or reduced-price lunches it serves to secondary pupils.

el 1

Any parent who believes his children are eligible for such lunches should i
Epply through the principal’s office and their claim will be investigated by the A
- principal and district social workers. 3

THEIE AIM

The NWRD members are interested in persuading the 8chool District to begin
compliance with the new laws now. A key feature of the laws is use of a self-
certification’ form under which the head of any family ‘who' thinks-he is eligible
can sign up for a free or reduced-price lunch for his ¢hildren, It is'up to tli¢ local

...8chool . disn-ict -to..prove inﬂigibility. and me appliéant is given the right of
appeal. -

Along - with sel;—eert:lﬂcaﬂon is supposed t() come’ g Iederal reimbursement rate
of up to 60 cents a lunch—a rate tl:at would pay the entire eost af virtually any
school lunch,

It ia: this relmbursemexit rate that the Ngrth thtle Rm’zk district: Wants to be
assured of before it enters the program. : .

- The NWRO- members say-it.ig assured. new, but the distrief. sa3 that the. last
te ] D te was atill a

. s Bl

S, ke

word it hgd Eey ‘was_that th

Gompli,,;’(:e with:the new lawsa:i8’ not mandato !untll T ANUATY 1,, A

- says, 801t is-waiting to_see:what Congress does and in the. meantim : i
its established :policy: on: free or:reduced-price. lunches, - — e
! a ] ' City. Courts that‘ the leglsla ‘was ? ,

A ruiToxt Provided by
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At one point there was thiz exchange over thée question of avallabllity of fed-
eral reimbursement for free or reduced price lunches under the new guidelines :
Rerthke : “The money is THERE.”
Mdller : “The money 1s NOT there.”

Rathke : “It's in the BILL.” (E_’_:
Miller: “I don’t eare what’s in the BILL—where is’ the MDNEYE%__,(,‘,,g — 3

Rathke: “It’s there.” e
Miller : "Nnt Lg‘ﬂm“ oe ttiEnTi

MILLEE BRISTLES

Bathke insisted that except for the iricome guldeliges that the new federal
laWE on adminlstering the schoul lunch program are in force He wondered

“Not from you, I dmi'i:"" Miller snapped “We are perfectly capable of running
this School District: without your help.” -

Miller also upbraided the delegation for showing up at his office withaut ask-

ing for an appointment.

“How did you know I wasn't in conference?’ Miller asked. “You have no
right to come in here and expect us to take care of your whima.” Miller said
that if an appointment had been made he could have had dlstrict oﬁelals fami-
liar with the lunch program on hand to discuss it,

“Don’t 100k a2t me, buddy,” Rathke told Miller. “We asked ym:nr Eecretary if
you were available, and she said you were.,”

Rathke asked Miller whether the- dglega.tlon could discuss’ the school lunch
program with the Sechool Board at. a special meeting.

Miller gaid there was “no possibility” of the board holding Euch a meeting and
that the delegation could:appear at the next regular School Board meeting on
Dctgber lﬁ it lt requested a place on the agenda twn weeks ahead of time. .

Gnoﬁ s ALLEGA'I‘I 'N

'I.‘he grmip 8 ract sheet aileged that tlie School flistrict wasg not complying Wiﬂl
a number_of provisions of the new school lunch law. and that the district. was .
costing the taxpayera money. hecausge it 'had not applied for the new higl;er rate
of federal relmburgement: for free or reduced price lunches. -

“We. cnmply with all laws,” Miller. said . tartly, ":rederal mws Etaf,e mws, mu—

‘nicipal laws and school district laws." -
.~. Hp-told, th rroup  wanted would not save the taxpaYers

o L B

Eroup that what the gr
.a8 a whole any.money. “In fact, you're piling it. an,” Miller said. .
had_ n lied: 3
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'whxch Presxdent Nixon bas promised that all poor school children will b=

Ty 5
arresteﬂ for’ demonstratln against wé a1
‘shot

ha

covered.
But there was agreement at a hearing before the Senate Select Committee on

Nutrition chat local school officials still engage in massive diserimination against
poor children seeking free meals. Sen. Philip Hart (D-Mich.) termed the various
abuses “a litany of horrors.”

Rodney Leonard, a consultant for the Nutrition Foundation, sald more than
10 million children are eligible for free or reduced price meals, rather than the
6.6 million estimated by the Nixon administration. He said bndgeted funde will
fall $100 million to $200 millon short of meeting “iragic needs.” Leonard cited a
study by the House Education and Labor Committee to support his estimate of
needy children.

However, Richard Lyng, an Assistant Se. cetary of Agriculture, s B
believes "WE Te going to come very close” v feeding all poor children by Thanks-
giving provided that state and local school officials cooperate fully.

While acknowledging that the actual number of needy chi'dren still is not
known, Lyng said “it seems a little early for criticiam, partieulaﬂy from
Leonard.

‘Leonard administered the food programs during the Johnson administratiﬁn
Lyng pointed out that appropriations for free school lunches have risen from
$42 million in 1969, Leonard’s last year as admlnistrator, to $856 million this
year.

Lyng agreed with another point of Leonard’s’ testimony—that many. loecal
school officials still illegally deny benefits to poor children or subject them to
various kinds of discrimination. Among examples ILeonard cited were:

Establishing a quota on t;he gumber o! Iree 1um:hes, a practice he said exists
in Dallas and other cities, - *

N Pubnshiﬁg the - names of ellglble famiues in newapapers a praeﬁce m Ga.irn,
eb.

Announcing over the school loudspeager the names ot dl,udren who receive

free lunches, a practice Iin Topeka: -

* Herving free lunches on tﬂﬂerently colored plates, a pract:lce weltare mcpthers

say exista.in Little Rock.

. .Withholding. or. tl;reatening tn wit.h]mlﬂ ﬂmd as'a disciplinary measures,

‘Withholding wages earned by children in farm labor to pay for school lunches
a %ﬁce hg cited Irom Chathnm Va.’

‘Ka y“ Hurley,

Luneh
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" payments, -its “reason. for. m ;
. -owns-a-car-and, if so,-the make.and -model;-how: much rent:]
‘family has paid for school books, and two character references. . .

" going to do and.
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(By Mike Feinsilber)

Washington (UPI).—XLast December President Nix: said it was his admin-
istration’s goal to make sure every needy child in Ame..ca would have access to
a free or cut-price school lunch by Thanksyiving, 1970. o )

Congress wrote that pledge into law. But with Thanksgiving just around the
corner, the Senate Committee on Nutrition and Human needs was told Tuesday
children still go to school hungry and come home hungry. R

Sen. George 8. McGovern, D.-8.D., said only half of 9@ million eligible children
are being fed. 'CThe country, he sald, “is bored with hunger.”

Witnesses before the committee sald many school administraltors are reluctatt
to calrry out Congress’ intent. Some are indifferent, they said, and some Are
hostile. - .

Rodney Leonard, an official of The Children’s Foundation of Washington,
.C. said some schools use free lunches as a disciplinary tool. They give lunches
to children who behave, he saild, and izke them away from children who don’t.

_ Glenn D. Fuqua, Director of The Rockinghao County Department of Social
Services in Reldsville, N.C., said a paper barrier has been erected between the
hungry child and the lunch that congress wants him to have. He said regula-
tions of the Hden City School S8ystem in Eden, N.C. document this.

He quoted from the lunch policy statement of the Eden school gystems.

‘““When, after visitations, investigations, conferences by the principal and
attendance counselor the eligibility is verifled, the application with recommen-
dations is submitted to the superintendent for final approval.” - )

A form which must be filled out by the child’s parent or guardian declares:
“'I'heerde 'is no such thing as a free lunch! Someone must pay for every lunch
served.’ B : ’ !

“The_ application form solicits information—the family’'s

aking applications for, fr

s paid, whether the

“This policy, sald Fugqua, “is a mockery of the National ‘School Lurzh

Program.” - ) 7 S S L
<. Another: witness, Gary ‘Delgado, a fleld represeantative for The - Children’s

Foundation, presented a paper titled. “Documented:Abuses of the Natlonal

School Lunch Act in Arkansas.” IS L LT
. He quoted George Miller; school  superintendent in the North Little Rock

“School -Distriét, as having. sald’ he  had not distributed application forms be-

cause “I have found.out this about human nature, if you distribute a form to
everyone, then everyone is needy.” - T e

- “RBut,” said Delgado,” “the reluctance “of Echéci_ officials- to *ébn;q:nly with the

1a'w is not confined to Arkansas, or even to the South.” He said his organization
heard complaints' “from low’ income: people-all ove the country.” -
“There I8 'a” ya

g ‘chasm,” said McGovern, “between what _we' say we're
-performance, People wonder whether congress can Carry

out its intention and ‘whe
i_:h_ésy‘say-?»’; e :

Aineome, itg__waliafg’ )
unches,”. whether 1t -

ther people—from the president on down—mean what
| “We've put our finger on something that

St Al

f
i
|
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Hon. PAUL C. GAuﬁ:j'_Eﬁi,
- U.8. Attorney, .

. schools in this countyb

2271

children who are neither paft of the school system nor charged with the admin-
istration of the school lunch program. Such surveillance might well be earried
out under the auspice of local or regional legal aid societies with the participa-
tion of citizens lncludlng substantial repmsentatmn from parents of poor
children.

Staff of the DMvislon of Public Eealth and ‘Preventive. Medicine were made
aware of o variety of alleged discriminatory practices by anguished low income
parents who attended the West Virginia Food Nutrition and Health Con;ference

held at W, Va. University last April.
Sceme of the alleged practices were similar to those cited by Mr,. Kots ‘others

were more subtle and from the depth of feeling expressed, apparently were con-
tributing to the alienation of tender young poor children and their families. As
the Division’s representative to the Nutrition Conference I came away feeling
that this problem of diserimination against poor children in the schools may not
be confined to the school lunch program and may well affect other agpects of

the poor child’s school experience.’
It is hoped that the enclosed correspondence, obgervations and suggestions will

support the efforts of the Senate Select Committee on Nutrition to bring to light
and minimize discriminatory practices in the administration of the school lunch
and wother  federally ﬂerived pmgrams intended ta 'beneﬁt deprived children.

Slncemly yours,
o . T NS Ltni:g ‘S. As-rtm',
) - v Pu-btio Health Adviser, .
Division of Public Health and Preventive Medicine.

‘ WEET Vmﬁrﬁn-Uﬁmsm .
G ryantqwn, WVa.; Murch .30, 1970,

Federat:Office B-uilding, R T
Wheeling, W.Va.. .

DEAR ME. CAMILLETTI: This 18 : in follow-up to our conversation Iast week in
which I reported.to you the claim made at the West Virginia Food, Nutrition
and -Health Conference . that poor-children are discriminated against in public
Y mqumng ‘them: 1o work:for the lunches. pmvided under
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MORBGANTOWN, W. VA., March 31, 1970.

Hon. PAavi. C. CAMILLETTT,
U.8. Attorney, .
Federal O]ﬂoe Buitding, Wheeling, W. P‘a. : Co
TEAR ME. CAMITLIETTI : As discussed in the e'l:udent news:paper at West Virginia
University, The Daily Athenaeum for March 27, 1970. I have been aware that f
children from iow-income familles have been required te “work” for the free- ;-
lmnch program in the Monongaila County Schools.
1 support Dr. Eobert L. Nﬁlﬂl‘l in any action that might be needed te reeﬂfy
this situation.
Sincerely, i
’ : CLAIRE mlil}otix, R.N., M.Ed.

T

R R

- MoNoNGALIA CoUunNTY ScHOOLS,
Morgantown, W. Va., March 31, 1970.
Mrs. LYDIA ABTON, L i R
30 Linden Sireet, ’WG, . ) ) ‘
Morgantown, W: ¥V, .
Dpar Mus ,Aemn I would hke te ecknowledge and thenk yeu for the elippings
~from the Dally Athenseum relative to the Food and Nutrition Conference recently
held at West ‘Virginia University. I also appreciated your eall bringing to my
attention some alleged viclations of federal regulations relative to the provision
for free hot:lun. hes for needy children: I am. gure there are two gides to this
guestion. I do believe that in most of our aschools the principals are attempting to
© stay within the regulations and take care of children who have real needs. -
There are some problems in that each sehool mmt stay in the blaek and some

.schools_have: greatér nheeds than others. .
I will bring thiz feedback’ t.e the attention e:: our principa.ls a‘t: cm.r ne;t meeting

on April 22 -
Sincerely,yours, : : ; : '

4 LAWENQE G. DEETEiOE, Jr., : ' o

, . Bupeﬁnten-demi = ) )
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The following are several examples of what has been reported to me personally.
I am not attesting to the verity of each, but merely atating that this is what I

_was told.

Family A—Mother, 5 children (all in school), $178/mo.—Welfare.

Child 1, 13 yrs.; University High School ; no school lunch program; no lunch
eaten.

Child 2, 15 yrs.; Jr. High; never applied for free lunch this year; worked for
it last year, but go+ behind in ¢lasses ; doesn’t eat lunch.

Child 3, 14 yra.; Grade School; get lunch without paying; carries garbage out
in retwm; doesn't. mind the wnrk but abjeets to doing it in view of other
children.

Child 4,18 yre.; Same asg Child 8.

Child 5, 8 yrs. ; Grade School ; gets free lanch without wormng

EEAMPI.E ]I

Family B—Two grade achool ‘girls, both work for lunches. One zcweepa ﬂgorsé
One who is in the 4th or Gth grade has worked for lanches since Znd grade.
(rls are afraid to tell teacher they want free lunches without working for it
Also, girls stated that they work while other children eat and on a few oacasions

there was none of the prepared food left for them.

mmrmttt

Family G—Mother ‘Father, 6 children (4 in-school); $1$/m9‘=Welfare :

Child 1,:16 yrs.; Jr. High; parents generally buy -it, but near end .of month
money is gone; mother has called Board of Educatl(:n g.mi the particular school
but received no action.
- Child 2, 14 Fre.; Jr. Eig]; snpposed to he gettlng free: lunch arrﬂ.nged by
'.['rﬂant Oﬁcer reruses to eat 1t since other t.ree do not get free: lnnch L

Child 38, 18 yrs.; Grade School; no free lunch; generally: s-sack lunch is -sent,
but at end of mcmth no food for 1!: on several occasions has been sent home when
no-lunch was ‘brought; moth i.‘::efiises o ret:nrn r_hild in: utenmon whe_n this
happsns, due to feirs of trafiic; etc i :

Child 4, 9'yre.; Samens Ghild 3.

Famdly D—Mothsz, Fafher, T ehildren (5 in schaul) on Wel:a.:e and. nve 1n
two-room: house:: 3oy in: Grade:School:had:to-work, -but.on. advice: of Legal Aid
: Soclety, he:requested free lunch’ without working for it. Principal granted this

tually. the other’ehﬂdren o:: this family did-th "All now_get free lunch
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hungry stomachs, not from embittered poor who wanted to know how to put
the right nutrients into their diets.

The welfare. hungry did not get any more food to eat, but they made it
known to the professionals that they were hungry.

There wera no immediate resolutions or recommendations, but as one welfare
worker put it: “We organized the poor folks. This was the victory of the
conference.”

The organization sie spoke of occurred Tuesday when two workshops were
“taken over” by the poor people. They traded places with the professionals
and told them about hunger from their point of view.

Yesterday’a closing session was scheduled to be a follow-up workshop where
all of the recommendations and resolutions proposed during the preceding sessions
would be considered and final drafts passed with the approval of the conference
as a whole.

But this did not happen. The recommendations and resolutions were drafted by
professionals, and when they were presented, the poor people would not go along
with many of them.

8o snce again they organized and after a lengthy seosion came up with their

The conference appeared to be heading towards a stalemate, but leaders
rescived the deadlock by appointing a 15-man committee composed of mix pro-
fessionals and nine welfare hungry to pick the best of both drafts and present
them some time in the near future in the name of the entire conference.

JFames Childress, supervisor of the State Department of Welfare in Parkers-
burg was named chairman of the ¢ommittee and Tony Sabo, a welfare recip-
ient from Morgantown and head of the local Welfare Righis Organization,
wasg named co-chairman.

The confrontation -between the welfare bungry and the professional welfare

workers and nutritionists at the state hunger conference which ended yesterdajf -

ig indieative of the state of welfare in West Virginia.

Welfare workers and welfare recipients are constantly at odds over who is
to get the benefits;. how they are to be disiributed, and how they are treated.

The Welfare Department is constantly asking the state for higher allocations
to meet welfare demands and for stricter punitive measures to enforce welfare
regulations. 2o

The pen:ple nre: i:aught in the middle. It almost tears your heart out when you
look g% them. The welfare hungry. The thin drawn faces, swollen red eyes so
deep with despair that you can’t hold their gaze for mnore than a couple of
seconds.

Their cast-off clothing is too tlght or too baggy and their shoes don't fit. Their
hair is often tangled nnd uncombed, but who ean afford cosmetics when his
st.ﬂmac.h is empty ?

They ard slow'tfp speak but; guiek to anger. especi&lly When the welfare system
is mentioned. :
" Openly- they - won’t admit they re- ashnmed to bL cn weifare, ami won't readﬂy

ninal-] like treatment they receive from more aﬂuent

don't have anything to eat. T

eal - nute Q: deapnir i
i:.heir children and retm:ln “them for mew

’ré entitled to.
t face and" this is what they
the state hunger conference.
\ : ungry. ind. the professionals was pre-
1o White: Hounse Conference on Food, Nutri-
,tian and: Hea.lth the mﬂonnl Hend Start conference; and the attempts by
M nnel funds; earmarked :Em;the Head Btart

'mnjor vmtoﬂes rfar the :poor;people. Their :prob-

stive mensures are bein; developed :

i et e

et b o

i Hoalle R ekt AL A g P S U N sy genilat =




1 Text Provided by ERIC

i
1
4
i
;
i
i
1]
H

The TAKE-OVERS of two workshops at their state conference—though
shoddily organized at times—appear to have been successful.
isTEhey shifted the priorities of the conference from the generalities to the

ses.

They exposed discriminatory practices in the school feeding program such as
making the welfare children work for their free lunches and giving them
different colored meal tickets.

They asked why a perst)-x must wait 60 days before he can get his first weifare
check, why a person’s welfare benefits can be suspended without prior notice,
and w‘hy the welfare offices don’t trust them.

The welfare poor said people of the community thought they were dirty and
condemned them for asking- for help.

“How’d you feel if you're on welfare and working on the state road and you
make $1 an hour while the guy next to you gets $3 for doing the same thing?”
they ask.

They cited these figurea for one welfare family of four which received & wel-
fare grant of $132 a month. .

$60 a month for rent.

$21 a month for gas.

$11 a month for electricity.

$16 a month for $106 in food stamps (20 cents per person per meal from
food stamps).

$3 for water hauling.

$23.70 a month for lunch for three school children (no free lunch).

This family alse has to buy clothes, shors, toothpaste, soap, soap powders,
bleach, school supplies, mops, brooms, razor blades and all the other st.aplag a
family needs to have a comfortable life. .

The statistics are this grim for the oiher state families on weliare
~ 8pokesmen for the welfare hungry claimed at the conference that income, not
ignorance, is the cause of hunger. *“The poor are not any more ignorant about
food nutrition than anyone else; they just have less money,” they said.

These spokesmen eharged that the food processing lobby is keeping the poor

people hungry. and that “‘they will continue to lobby for hunger in the Unlted '
- States unless we begin to.act now.” ’

“There are at least 1.2 million Ameﬂcans with no income,” they a1, id “yet free
stamnps are distributed in only two countles ip the U.S.

The welfar? workers have had their problems too.

One state welfare worker said recently he found it next to impossible to get
the state to take.any panitive measures against school systems which ﬁolated
weldare regulations. ..

The offictal said that 85 per cent of: the people in West Virginia are poor and
indicated that state < Hicials apparently don’t recognize this.

He said a $4 million expenditure by the state could provide a daily hot Iuinch

for every public achool student in the etale and charged that Gov. Mqofe would

rather spend $% on an in= ﬂ.'ective kinﬂer;*arten program.
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